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For of leaves
Our life is, and our deeds are =pregnant graves
Blown rolling to the sunset from the dawn.

—George Meredith.

Are the Clergy Honest?

ITis a sign of the times when the question placed
st the head of this article is asked by a clergyman
°f the Established Church, and in a high-class
~ligious magazine. For it may be taken for granted
that when the clergy put such a query a large
number of other people must be asking the same
guestion, and answering it in a more or less effective
banner. How the clergy themselves answer such a
guestion matters very little. It is certain that there
~ust be an uneasy feeling abroad, and that some are
awakening to the fact that a great many people, by
ao means deficient in ability, have come to regard
" e clergy as, in the main, a body of intellectual
trimmers, whose last concern is to find out what
really is the truth and to express it at all costs.

It would indeed be passing strange wore it other-
~Be. Although the clergy represent an educated
o°dy of men, now ideas on all subjects make less
headway among their ranks than that of any other
class in the community, and originate with them
hardly ever. And this is not only true of social,
Political, or scientific subjects; it is true also of the
8uhject on which they stand forward as official repre-
Bntatives. The past hundred years has witnessed
an enormous revolution of opinion in relation to
Religion. Yet this revolution has been forced upon
he clergy from the outside; they have opposed it as
Ong as it was possible to do so, prevaricated when
°PPosition was no longer possible, and ultimately,
Afth an impudence born of a kind of historic heredity,
aB8erted a bastard form of an unconquerable truth
as their own discovery. To resist as long as may be,

denounce the investigator as an enemy to all that
18 Worth preserving, and to minimise the importance

i new ideas and discoveries when total resistance
an be offered no longer, has been, and is, the policy
t tho clergy of all the Churches. If people are
n°w ceasing to look to the pulpit for either guidance
or truth-speaking, the clergy have but to thank them-
j6lves for the position. The mass of the people
earn but slowly, yet time tells even with the dullest,
v, I-ho attitude of the clergy towards the theory of
j aturai Selection and the general hypothesis of evo-
e tI°’n is a crucial illustration of their general
bv n@t’ At the outset Darwin’'s work was greeted
j them with universal vituperation. And the broad
on°H?d taken was, not that the theory was untrue—

that point they were quite incompetent to express

opinion—but that it was unscriptural. It deposed

~ d and established Atheism—which was the mouse
t.. truth issuing from a mountain of clerical
Ing8gateism. But when a very few years saw
tifi accePtation of the general theory by the scien-
Wor”™» the clergy saw the game was up, and

a ~6w discovery. This was that evolution was

t0? I®*?%in Christianity ; Darwin was doing a service
Whiiell8i?n: he placed theology on a scientific basis,
e science was shown to be the true handmaid of
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theology. But like those converted Spanish Jews of
the sixteenth century who were said to hurry from a
forced attendance in a Catholic church to celebrate
Jewish ceremonies in their own home, the real
feelings of the clergy is easy to discover. For let
any scientific worker challenge any of the details of
evolution, and he is nowhere so secure of a welcome
as in a Christian pulpit. No matter how obscure he
is, elevation to the rank of a “ great scientist ” and a
“ profound thinker ” is assured, while none are so
ready to greet the admissions of the limitations of
scientific knowledge as are the clergy. Elsewhere
a confession of ignorance is made with humility and
accepted with sorrow. In the pulpit it is accepted
with a shriek of delight, and trumpeted forth as
glad news. The conduct of the clergy shows that
now as ever they recognise ignorance as the surest
guarantee for the perpetuation of their own interests.

Gibbon’s famous statement that in the later days
of ancient Borne no two augurs could pass each other
without a smile, can only fail to apply to our modern
clergy on the assumption that the lapse of years has
either deadened the sense of the ludicrous or inten-
sified the art of hypocrisy. One still hears the clergy
in the pulpit referring to all the old beliefs, to prayer,
to miracles, to inspiration, to creation, etc., as though
not one of these things had been called in question,
and as though, in any honest sense, they were not
rejected by the majority of thoughtful and educated
people. Yet it is tolerably certain that the majority
of the clergy do not believe in these things. Press
them to explain what they mean by a miracle and they
will reply that ancient miracles were either mag-
nified or misunderstood natural causes. Press them
as to what is meant by an answer to prayer, and the
reply is that prayer is answered, not by any altera-
tion in the course of objective nature, but by a
strengthening of the mind of him who prays. In-
spiration is, in a similar manner, toned down until it
implies no more than is meant by the inspiration of
a poet or a painter; while creation is a mere poetic
phrase without pretence to scientific exactitude.

Now, if there is one thing certain it is that had
those phrases never meant any more than the modern
clergy—on compulsion—make them mean, they would
never have been of the least religious significance.
Religiously, people prayed because they believed their
petitions would have the effect of altering the course
of events. What is the meaning of all the prayers
for good harvests, safe voyages, the success of armies,
or the cure of disease, if it is not this? The human
animal may have a genius for absurdity, but he was
never ridiculous enough to expect to secure a
good harvest by a self-administered mental tonic.
Religiously, too, a miracle meant nothing more
nor less than the interference with the normal
course of nature by a supernatural being. Inspi-
ration meant, to the Christian, that the Bible
was sui generis distinct from all other books; and
creation meant, what the Westminster Confession
says it means, a making of something out of
nothing. Men may believe these things and be
honest—though stupid. But to profess a verbal ad-
herence, and when pressed put on them an interpre
tation quite destructive of their religious value, while
still claiming to remain religious, is a form of mental
dishonesty that is characteristic of nineteen clergy-
men out of every twenty. Even in politics men do
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not usually interpret Censervatism so as to mean
Liberalism while still claiming to be a Tory. But
the pulpit has a code of ethics peculiarly its own—a
code that if practised outside would ostracise a man
from decent society. After an election political
leaders repudiate unfair attacks on opponents made
by enthusiastic supporters. One has yet to hear of
this being done by the clergy.

Now although I am afirm believer in the hypocrisy
of the modern clergy, yet | do not for a moment
believe that this hypocrisy is wholly of a conscious
and deliberate kind. Some of it may be, but human
nature is not so organised that it could sustain so
elaborate a humbug were all who practise it conscious
of their parts. The hypocrisy and dishonesty of the
modern clergy is sustained because it is inevitable to
the profession, it springs from a class bias, and is
therefore largely unconscious. In fact it takes on the
nature of a class ethic. If the Christian religion, as
at present existing, were fed by contemporary know-
ledge and responded to contemporary needs its pro-
fession might be unaccompanied by either hypocrisy
or dishonesty. There would then be no necessary
antagonism to new ideas, since all would be welcomed
as an addition to the general stock and as meaning
greater knowledge and efficiency. But when a body
of men find themselves committed to a religion
springing from and rooted in a dead past, the great
object is not to find new formulas for fresh facts, but
to twist fresh facts into harmony with old formula.
Facts are estimated in terms of a theory, instead of
a theory receiving all its value from its conformity
with facts. And for this reason new ideas are ob-
structed or attacked not on the real ground that they
are now and threaten the interests of a class, but
because they tend to disturb sacred truth, injure the
established morality, rob man of his dearest posses-
sion, degrade humanity, otc., etc. In this way stupid
bigotry and self-interest shelters itself behind a cloud
of moral phrases, and does it so effectively asto impose
upon the clergy themselves. To see numbers of
clergymen solemnly discussing whether the church
is, or is not, the place in which to tell people the
truth about the Bible, or objecting to afollow clergy-
man who has had the courage to let cut alittle of the
truth in a building in which it is at best but a casual
visitor, are examples of mental obliquity that could
only result from a long operating unsound class ethic.

Practically the same cause explains why the con-
duct of the clergy is inevitable under the given con-
ditions. Ideas are like organisms in as much as
adaptation to environment is the condition of their
existence. Under healthy conditions beliefs being
more or less a product of the environment stand in
little need of protection, they protect themselves in
virtue of their “ fitness.” But with religion in a
civilised community the case is far otherwise. If
these beliefs are to live some sort of an artificial en-
vironment must be created. Primarily this is created
by tho clergy in the maintenance of religion in the
schools, and in working through the parents on the
plastic mind of childhood. The oft-made statement,
that if a child is allowed to grow up without religious
instruction it will develope into an Atheist, is, pro-
perly considered, an admission that a modern environ-
ment is fatal to religious beliefs. With adults the
attempt to maintain an environment favorable to
religion takes the form of a boycott of non-ieligious
or anti-religious literature, and the multiplication of
religious agencies and organisations. But throughout
all, and dominating all, is the distrust of new ideas
and developing knowledge, and the desire to keep the
present as far as possible in line with the past. In fact,
given a religion such as Christianity, with a numerous
priesthood, a profession serving as a means of advance-
ment in life for thousands, and intellectual straight-
forwardness is a practical impossibility Conscious
dishonesty there may not always be, indeed the con-
dition of its permanency is that it shall bo largely
unconscious. But it is there; and the more uncon-
scious it is, the greater is tho degradation inflicted
by Christianity upon its votaries.
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Mystery.

THERE is an impression abroad that Freethinkers do
not believe in tho existence of mystery. It is alleged
that they claim the ability to explain .al the pheno-
mena of Nature to the entire satisfaction of all
intelligent and fair-minded people. But this is a
totally erroneous idea. It is the advocates of definite
religious beliefs, not Freethinkers, who ignore mystery.
To the Christian, God is the full and final interpreta-
tion of all things. The Divine Being solves all pro-
blems and clears away all mysteries for those who
have a living faith in him. How often have we heard
it declared from the Pulpit, in the firm tone of infal-
libility, that given a material Universe we are bound
to admit that the only reasonable exposition of it is—
God. In reality, however, such adeclaration is essen-
tially false. Is it not a palpable delusion to imagine
that one mystery can be removed by the introduction
of another and greater ? It is admitted by all that,
without God, the visible Universe is an inscrutable
mystery ; and it is also universally admitted that the
greatest of all mysteries is God. But is it not the
height of unreason to attempt to account for incom-
prehensible Nature by imagining the active existence
of a more incomprehensible Being behind and abovo
Nature ?

The fact that Christians speak of God as if they
knew all about him does not in the least alter the
case. Although theologians undertake to tell us
what the Almighty thought, and planned, and did
before the Universe was created, what purposes and
desires are nearest and dearest to his heart during
the course of time, and what grand fulfilments shall
bo his rewards in tho eternity that is to come, they
are yet compelled to admit that, in tho last analysis,
He is both unknown and unknowable and his ways
are past finding out. “ Behold God is great and wc
know him not,” is a Biblical statement which no ono
can challenge. Commenting on that text the late
Dr. Parker characteristically explained : “ Unknown,
unknowable | Thanks, 1 am tired of the known and
the knowable.” That cry was intelligible and per-
fectly sincere. It is the natural cry of every human
being. On other occasions, however, Dr. Parker
seemed to bo on wonderfully familiar terms with this
unknown and unknowable Deity. The same thing is
true of all divines of whatever creed. They confi-
dently preach God as the only explanation of all tho
facts of existence; hut when you press them for an
explanation of God they aro completely nonplussed.
They are obliged to confess that their knowledge of
him is purely imaginary; and, of course, imaginary
knowledge is not knowledge at all. It is simply
belief, and this belief is based upon what is contained
in a book called tho Bible.

Now, Freethinkers are convinced that nothing is
gained by tho introduction of an unknown and un-
knowable Being as an explanation of the phenomena
of Nature. Not only is nothing gained by it, but it
also greatly complicates the problem. We have no
data upon which to deny tho existence of God, but
neither have we any data on which to bolievo in and
assert it. Our only contention is that ono mystery
cannot explain another, especially when tho explain-
ing mystery is deeper than the one it seeks to
explain.

Freethinkers do not even attempt to explain exis-
tence. They have not tho slightest idea what the
object of it is, or whether it has any object or not.
It is therefore utterly untrue to say that they endeavor
to explain the Universe without God : they do not
seek to explain it at all. They merely take it as they
find it, and try to make tho most and best of it in so
far as it is related to themselves. When and why it
came to be, if it ever did, they do not know, nor care»
their ono concern being to discover how to reap the
greatest harvest of good to themselves from it.

This by no means implies that Freethinkers are
not zealous students of Nature. It only means that
to understand a thing is a radically different thing
from accounting for it. Being ourselves products of
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nature it behoves us to make every possible effort to
understand her ; and the only way to understand her
is by observing her methods or laws of working. This
what Science has always been doing. Scientists
are observers, students, interrogators, not philosophers
and theologians. They confine themselves to the
sphere of Nature’'s activities; and in dealing with
these their object is to ascertain, not the why or
wherefore of them, but the how. Frofessor Haeckel,
jn his Biddle of the Universe, is careful to inform us
that no solution of the enigma has yet been found,
and that he is discussing it as a philosopher, not as
ascientist. As a scientist he is concerned only with
the facts of the Universe, not with the riddle behind
. efacts. These facts are in themselves intensely
interesting; and the more we study them the more

interesting they become.
It is permissible to philosophise to our heart's con-
ent. | suppose every living man is more or less of
aphilosopher, at times. The thing to be borne in
Blind is that the conclusions of philosophy are at best
, ut hypotheses, and that it is never justifiable to take
hypotheses for truths. The existence of God is a pure
ypothesis, and his non-existence is equally a hypo-
hosis. The fault of religion is that it treats hypotheses
as if they wero facts. They may or may not be facts ;
ut as to whether they are or are not wo have no
jneans of determining. Therefore, in practice, the
est thing we can do is to gain as much knowledge
as we can, and do our utmost to turn it to good
account. What the object of existence is wo cannot
°fi; but it is clear that man’s chief object ought to
0 to acquire harmonious correspondence with his
environments, to study Nature in order to “ walk
D”er *aws and have her light.” Theology asks,
What is man’'s chief end?” and answers, “ To
or*ly God and enjoy him for over.” The absurdity
°f this teaching is patent the moment we ask, “ How
°an man glorify and enjoy an unknown and unknow-
able Reing?” Now, the fact of Naturo is both
nowable and known ; and it is by diligently knock-
ing at the door of this fact that we can hope to learn
10 art of living a complete and useful life. Why wo
hero no prophet is wise enough to tell us; but
wing hero, we experience no great difficulty in finding
'it how to live the best life, the best life being the

Nt rational.

Rut what about the mystery, the riddle ? Well, in
Practical life ignore it. Treat it as if it were not.
0 most powerful intellects this world has ever
[Gon have been hard at work on it. All the giants
?m Plato and Aristotlo downwards have soriously
I I°d it, and suggested innumerable readings of it,
» °l which differ from and contradict ono another,
bin ~ we to-day know just as much or just as
e about it as did the first man that over lived,
an? " tory is still with us in all its grim grandeur,
bo if8*ns°iuhlo as over. This is a fact that cannot
burked. Neithor philosophers nor theologians
s' & anything hotter than vague guesses, plausible
~Peculations, or empty dogmas to offer the world,
ji  while the philosophers and the theologians have
en guessing, and speculating, and dogmatising, the
~ entists have been sitting patiently at the feet of
in , r e>Watching her operations and recording them
sto u°tc-books, with the result that wo undor-
6% | Ur Mother much bettor than did any of our
pOsesGors> and this superior knowledge which we
ought to prove of inestimable value to us in

~  book of over QD pages, entitled Cambridge
aro® f*ca™Essays, has just appeared; and in it we

With °rme(*”~at ‘‘ theistic belief is not inconsistent
cith a "°yai acceptance of the assured results of

or philosophical research.” It is
iho . many of our modern divines have accepted

also'fSSUro<* re8uil8 °1 scientific rosoarch ; but it is
eacrifra0 ~at ey have done so at the expense of
Jljei 1Cng many of the essential contents of orthodox
th .U ~ /rheir faitb in God is not identical with
thou f . e* fathers. But the contention of Free-
in " *8 that no Theistic belief is of any assistance

attompt to solve the riddle of the Universe.
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In every shapo and form it is a hindrance rather
than a help. The theologian has two mysteries to
explain : the mystery of Nature and the mystery of
God ; and ho is incapable of explaining either. There
are many theories of explanation, hut no actual
explanation, satisfactory to head and heart. The
theologian himself admits that God is no explanation
of the Universe to the intellect. He says —=a
“ Judge not the Lord by feeblo sense ;
But trust him for his grace;
Behind a frowning providenco

He hides a smiling face.”

Theology leaves the mystery unrelieved, admits it
and makes lame excuses for it, and recommends all
who suffer from it to be resigned, trusting that all
will bo well by-and-bye. But if God does not explain
the mystery, but is himself a far greater mystery,
why believe in him at all ? Why not make the most
and best of life without him? The mystery of
Nature is not harmful unless complicated by the
mystery of God. Ignorance of the object of existence
does not detract from the joy of living. If it be
maintained that the purpose of existence is to reveal
a God of love, the question naturally arises, “ Has
it answered that purpose ?” and the answer of the
Reason is, “ It has not.” Faith’s answer is in the
affirmative; and the business of theology is to
justify faith’s answer. Conscious of its inability to
make the justification acceptable to the intellect,
theology appeals to the emotions, and says:—

“ Blind unbelief is sure to err,
And scan his work in vain ;
God is his own interpreter,
And He will make it plain.”

But this appeal to the emotions is cowardly
because the emotions ought to be under the guidance
of intelligence ; and intelligence knows of no reliablo
grounds on which to hope for future explanations.

How boundlessly happy children are when allowed
to be natural. The object of existence to them is to
enjoy themselves. Mysteries do not trouble them
in the least. They have a keen sense of curiosity
and they ask endless puzzling questions ; but then-
curiosity causes them no disquietude until religion
begins to trade upon it. If religion did not interfere,
and if Scienco wero duly utilised in their education,
they would grow up to manhood undisturbed by the
knowledge that their lot is cast in a mysterious
world. Life has its sufferings and sorrows, its
disappointments and discouragements even for
children ; and happily it has also its dolights and
raptures, its successes and inspirations; but, under
given conditions, all are equally natural and inevi-
table. Now, if children aro wisely trained in the
art of complete living, tho knowledge that the back-
ground of existence is occupiod by a deep and as yet
impenetrable mystery will occasion them no uneasi-
ness or discomfort, but will rather add a new zest to
lifo. To them the object and tho reward of life will
bo Life. Wo know of nothing else. Our business is
to live in ever-increasing conformity to the law of
Life; and our happiness shall always be in proportion
to that conformity. j m jjLovl1)

The Atheist Shoemaker.—II.

I AM bound to tell Miss Hughes—and | am sorry to
have to tell her—that, even if an umpire had to bo
chosen by both parties, Mr. Holyoake was one of tho
very last men in whom Freethinkers would have
placed confidence. And I am bound to add that I
believe this is tho chief reason why Mr. Hughes
selected him.

Mr. Holyoake’s fondness for paying compliments to
eminent Christians, and receiving compliments from
them in return, was too well known to the Freethought
party. They would never have trusted him on such
a commission.

That was a sufficient reason to begin with. But
there wero others. Mr. Holyoako was an old man
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his eyesight was affected, so that he could not really
watch the faces of the persons he was talking to—
which everyone knows is of the highest importance
when the persons are witnesses; he had been living
for many years at Brighton; he had long been out of
active association with the Freethought party, and
he was unfamiliar with the younger propagandists in
London.

It would have been difficult to find a Secularist
more unqualified than Mr. Holyoake was for the task
he undertook.

But there was a supreme disqualification which
could only be hinted at the time, and is now clearly
disclosed by Miss Hughes herself. Mr. Hughes and
Mr. Holyoake were on terms of friendship and mutual
admiration. They had met at Lady Aberdeen’s
receptions. Mr. Holyoake had even gone to one of
Mr. Hughes’s meetings at St. James’s Hall, and drawn
up a resumk of his address and forwarded it to Mr.
Gladstone. They appear to have been for some time
on terms of considerable intimacy. A letter from
Mr. Holyoake to Mr. Hughes is printed in the “ Life ”
as early as March 22,1892, in which the writer begins
with “ Dear Mr. Hughes ” and ends with “ Yours very
sincerely ” and in which he says: “ After | return
rom the North a week or two hence, | will report
myself at Taviton-street "—Mr. Hughes's private
residence. Miss Hughes mentions his “ dining with
the family.”

Mr. Hughes, as we have already seen, knew Mr.
Holyoake “ to be a gentleman and one devoted to fair
play.” Mr. Holyoake, in his report on the Atheist
Shoemaker case, described Mr. Hughes as a gentle-
man “ entitled to be implicitly believed upon his
word.” Thus, to use a Scotticism, they scratched
each other ; and an “investigation” entirely arranged
between these two gentlemen, and under such aus-
pices, was really too ridiculous for polite description.

V.

Holyoake's fault was one of the worst a
man could commit. He arranged to “ give away”
his own party. Bradlaugh was then dead, but
he had challenged the Atheist Shoemaker story,
and his reputation was to that extent at stake.
I had succeeded Bradlaugh as President of the
National Secular Society; my challenge of the
Atheist Shoemaker story had attracted wide
attention, and to that extent my reputation was
at stake. Mr. Holyoake agreed to write a report,
giving no more names and facts than Mr. Hughes had
given—a report whose conclusions, therefore, could
only rest upon his own authority; and to set forth in
this report that Mr. Hughes had told the truth, and
(by implication) that Bradlaugh and I, and all the
other Freethinkers who sided with us, were either
blear-eyed fools or something a great deal worse.

Anyone who acted like that in military warfare
would have been led out and shot.

Mr.

VL.

The “ investigation ” thus arranged was carried
out with profound secrecy. Neither | nor any other
Freethinker was informed of what Mr. Holyoake was
doing. The first news | had of the matter was an
announcement in the Daily Chronicle of January 11,
1894, that a report by Mr. Holyoake on the Atheist
Shoemaker case would appear simultaneously in the
next issues of the Methodist Times and the Freethinker.
I had to learn from foreign sources what was to
appear in my own paper. And | think my readers
will agree with me that the situation was extremely
interesting.

Miss Hughes says that Mr. Holyoake “ sent the
report of his investigations to the Freethinker.” She
says nothing about its publication in the Methodist
Times. Which shows that she has inherited some of
her father’s characteristics.

Mr. Holyoake did not send his report to the Free-
thinker. He sent it to the Methodist Times. All he
did was to ask them to pass me over a proof. This
they did, but they kept it back as long as they could,
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and | had the greatest difficulty in getting it printed
in my own paper.

Miss Hughes goes on speaking of that report (sent
to the Methodist Times—that is, to Mr. Hughes) as
Mr. Holyoake’s “ contribution to the Freethinker.”
Mr. Hughes printed what he called Mr. Holyoake's
“ Vindication ” in the Methodist Times with a portrait
of the vindicator. Mr. Holyoake, he said, had been
put in possession of the real name of the converted
Atheist Shoemaker, he had made a “ careful ” inquiry,
and he had declared his belief in the “ substantial
truth ” of the story. Mr. Hughes was in raptures.
He benevolently hoped it would bo “a lesson” to
me. He piously trusted that “ Mr. Foote will now,
for his own sake, withdraw his accusation.”

Behind that “ vindication ” Mr. Hughes sheltered
himself till the day of his death ; although, as we
shall presently see, | was luckily able to make
another “ investigation,” which let in a flood of real
daylight upon the whole affair. But not a gleam of
that daylight was allowed to appear in the Methodist
Times, and not a gleam of it is allowed to appear in
Miss Hughes's “ Life” of her father. Which is
another illustration of the law of heredity.

VII.

I have said that Mr. Holyoake went to work in
profound secrecy. We will now see what he did.

Mr. Hughes produced the converted Atheist Shoe-
maker's wife, and “ Sister Beatrice” and “ Sister
Ethel ” who took part in his conversion. Mr. Hughes
also produced himself. There were four witnesses
in all. Mr. Holyoake interviewed them, and believed
in the Sisters’ “ entire veracity.” Had he been a
better investigator he would have seen that their
veracity was irrelevant; for they had not known
“John Herbert” when he was a popular Atheist
lecturer. Yet on the strength of the word of those
four witnesses—the four persons who, between them,
were the authors of the Atheist Shoemaker story—
Mr. Holyoake wrote out a certificate of its sub-
stantial truth. It did not occur to him to pursue his
inquiries any further. He never asked to see any
members of tho dead man’s family. He never asked
the working leaders of the Freethought party in
London whether any lecturer at all like “ John
Herbert ” had been known to them. He wanted to
oblige Mr. Hughes, and he took the only proper way
of doing so. Most of his report, indeed, was beside
the purpose; but tho profuse compliments to Mr.
Hughes were very much to the purpose. They
showed what Mr. Holyoake was driving at. And
they deprived his report of all judicial character.

VIII.

Mr. Holyoake had the real name of “ John
Herbert” confided to him, but he took care not to
publish it. By this means ho baffled further investi-
gation, as Mr. Hughes had done before. Thus the
“ investigation ” and the report were entirely in the
interest of the writer of the Atheist Shoemaker
story. The interests of all other persons were abso-
lutely ignored.

Christians were naturally jubilant. Mr. Holyoake’s
“vindication ” of a Christian narrative challenged by

Freethinkers was advertised and rejoiced over
throughout Great Britain. Freethinkers know lioW
absurd it was; they saw that Mr. Holyoako’s “ in-

vestigation ” was damned by the single sentence in
which he had indiscreetly spoken of Mr. Hughes as
“ entitled to bo implicitly believed on his word ” ;
and they pointed out that the real question at issue
was not whether some young man had been under
the influence of tho West London Mission during the
last months of his life, but whether the young man
was a Freethought advocate as Mr. Hughes described
him. The Christians, however, and especially the
Wesleyan Methodist Christians, were not troubled
with logical niceties. They declined discussion.
They simply pointed to Mr. Holyoake's “ vindica-
tion ” and laughed triumphantly.

Had the matter ended there the Freethougbt
party in general, and myself in particular, would
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have suffered for a long while from the effects of an
underhanded blow administered by one whose power
to strike us lay in the fact of his supposed friendli-
ness. Had he been an open antagonist he could
nave done us no injury. His report would have
been so much waste-paper. His blow would only
have beaten the air.

When | succeeded in getting to the bottom of the
whole matter; when | was able to publish the real
name of “ John Herbert ” myself ; when | produced
the testimony of his father, his mother, and his
brothers, as well as undeniable documentary evi-
dence ; when | blew the whole cloud of deception
Publicly to the four winds—no one was more mortified
than Mr. Holyoake. He was not repentant, but
angry. He rebuked me for calling a Christian
gentleman a liar—a word | had never used. He
Wrote as though it were my manners, and not Mr.
Hughes's veracity, that was at stake. His anonyance
Wes obvious in every sentence. But all he could say

a substantial character was this : that | declared
the Atheist Shoemaker story to bo “ pure, unadulter-
ated falsehood,” whereas it had been established that
1John Herbert” was an actual personage, so that
there was some truth in the story after all.

It was pitiable to see a man like Mr. Holyoake
reduced to such devices. But it is the nature of one
false step to lead to another.

Certainly there was a young man who had been
called “ John Herbert ” in the Atheist Shoemaker
story. In the same way, there was a man called
mthomas Paine, and another man called Robert
j~gersoll; so much, at least, was true in the Rev.

Torrey’s slanders. Nevertheless his whole utter-
ance about those two great Freethinkers was a lie.
wore not the men he represented them to be.
What he said about them was false. Neither was

John Herbert” the young man he was represented
fe be. What Mr. Hughes said about him was false.

Freethinkers would not have bothered about the
statement that Mr. Hughes and his friends of the
West London Mission had converted a young man.
What was that to them? They challenged the
statement that this young man was a well-known
mbreethought lecturer. This was the only point in
dispute—and it was the only point of the slightest
laiportance.

1X.

Once in his “ report” Mr. Holyoake stumbled on
his point. He said that he had seen “ John
mHerbert's ” widow, whom ho described as “ an inter-
esting person "—and if he had been a real investi-
gator he would have found her a good deal more
interesting than ho imagined. She reported that she
ad often heard her husband speak in Victoria Park,
-few obviously, then, it was Mr. Holyoake's duty to
p the National Secular Society’s Branch in Victoria
dfh if they knew of this speaker. But he did
°thing of the kind. In orther words, he stumbled
n the one important point at issue, but he could
TiOr ~oold not recognise it.

-Cwenty lines or so further on Mr. Holyoake said
Otoething positively childish on this subject—unless

Was designed for the intellectual acumen of the
®aders of the Methodist Times. “ He was an en-
« Qsiast,” ho said of Mr. Hughes's dead convert,

erititled to the respect of his former colleagues,

oce he shortened his life by zeal which exceeded
p18 strength.” His former colleagues! Why, the

J7ethinkers repudiated him as a perfectly imaginary

ai'a’ter. Yet the “ Father of Secularism ' invited
0£6 Wesleyan Methodists to behold the ingratitude
,, ““scularists towards one who had killed himself in
Ih®@r cause.

ha 1YaS an amaz'ng spectacle, and | would gladly
th\e ~ remain behind the curtain of oblivion, if

Seal Yhri8tiaas, 'n their reckless and mischievous
0, <had not compelled me to unveil it to the gaze
an°ther generation.
X.

in™ S Hughes says that Mr. Holyoake told her that,
Is opinion, her father had been “ shamefully and
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unfairly treated.” My readers will have a full oppor-
tunity of testing the accuracy of this opinion. In
the meanwhile | wish to say that, in my opinion,
Mr. Holyoake himself was treated neither “ shame-
fully ” nor “ unfairly.” 1 rather believe that he was
treated with too much consideration. He had deli-
berately thrust himself in between me and Mr.
Hughes. He had virtually said, “ You can no longer
attack Mr. Hughes except through me." | should
therefore have been justified in treating him as an
enemy. But | did not do so. On the contrary, I
stood between him and a public affront at the next
Annual Conference of the National Secular Society,
when it was proposed, seconded, and evidently would
have been carried, that his name should be dropped
out of the Society's list of Vice-Presidents. |
implored the Conference not to take that stop. Mr.
Holyoake had once been imprisoned for Freethought,
and that fact should cover a multitude of faults.
Besides, we had won all along the line in the Atheist
Shoemaker affair, and we could afford to be generous.
So | said, and the Conference deferred to the Presi-
dent’s wish, although with unmistakable reluctance.
But in looking back now I am not at all sure that I
was right. If | erred, it was on the side of gene-
rosity ; but nature does not discriminate between
blunders and crimes, and she never lets you off the
penalty because you “ meant well.” The fact that
Mr. Holyoake was not “ warned off the course” was
used against me by his Methodist friends for all it
was worth. | had scruples, but they had none.

G. W. Foote.
{To be continued.)

Acid Drops.

— —

“ Father ” Adderley, we see by the Christian World, has
been praising and appropriating Mr. John Burns. “ Mr
Adderley,” our contemporary says, “is sorry John Burns
cannot be claimed as an orthodox Christian, but it is certain,
he says, that one who can do so much good apart from the
Christian society cannot lightly speak evil of the Lord and
Master. He has always been on the side of moral reform as
essential to social progress. He has never had part or lot
with Atheists.” This utterance displays the historic vices of
Christian advocacy—malice, impudence, suggested slander
of intellectual opponents, and childish illogicality. *“ Father”
Adderley might learn, if he pursued his inquiries far enough,
that John Burns was once in association “ with Atheists.”
He might also find that John Burns is still a believer in
natural morality and natural progress, as opposed to super-
natural morality and supernatural progress.

The list of “ things that ono would wish to have said
differently ” is a long one. That posturing self-advertising
person, the Rev. W. Carlile, of tho Church Army, preaching
on Sunday night in his church near the Monument on “ Mr.
John Burns’s Gold Lace,” took the opportunity to offer up
tho following prayer: “ Endue thy ministers and Cabinet
Ministers—particularly our good friend the Right Hon. John
Burns—with righteousness.” The inference is that “ Honest
John ” stands in special need of that endowment. Of courso
he doesn’t. It was only tho reverend gentleman’s clumsi
ness. .

John Burns had to wear tho regulation Gold Lace in
appearing as a Cabinet Minister before the King. He tried
to get out of it; but the King insisted, and after all the King
was right. When a great Spanish nobleman was told by a
Spanish King that he made too much of a ceremony, Jio
replied, “ Your Majesty's self is but a ceremony.”

That ridiculous person, the Bishop of London, has burst
out in a new place. Ho lias issued “ Intercessions for
February ” to his diocoso, in which a lot of things are set
down that God Almighty ought to bo informed of arid worried
about  This is the first one

“ To grant to the new Parliament the guidance of the Hoi
Spirit that in all things it may seek to know and to do such
things as are agreeable to Thy Holy Will for the good of the
country.”
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There now | Isn’'t that choice? A little worm called
Ingram, on this little Dutch cheese of a planet, begs of God
Almighty that our House of Commons may do what is
agreeable to bis will. How on earth (or elsewhere) could
they do otherwise ? Where there is an Almighty will, every-
thing must happen according to that will. For the rest,
however, his right reverend lordship is the biggest ass in
London if he imagines that anything he can say will add
one grain of wisdom to what is already possessed by our
noble legislators.

Bishop Ingram’s next intercession is as follows :(—

“ To grant that for all time the children of this country
may be virtuously and Christianly brought up to a God-
fearing manhood and womanhood.”

The prayerful right reverend father in God apparently did
not perceive the shocking insult he was paying to his own
religion. “ Virtuously and Christianly ” implies that Virtue
and Christianity are different things. Which, indeed, we do
most potently and powerfully believe, yet the good Bishop
ought not to have set it down thus plainly.

The only other “ intercession ” wo shall trouble about is
this:—
" To bless efforts being made to preserve to our country
the priceless inheritance of the Lord’s Day.”

What does this mean ? Simply this. Bishop Ingram, like
many another wrestler with God, tells the Deity what he
really means for the ears of other beings. That is to say,
under the pretence of a prayer, he advertises the necessity
of standing up for the blessed Sabbath. Well, we aro glad
to see that he thinks the danger is so serious.

Rev. Dr. Horton, President of the Freo Churches’ Council,
is not going to be behind any Bishop of the Church of
England. He also has issued a call to prayer. After refer-
ring to the great result of the recent general election, he
says that it constitutes “ a new call for prayer.” “ Wo must
use our privilege as Christians,” he adds, “ to wait upon God,
that the new era dawning may not be marred by human
passion, folly, and unbelief.” Of course the reverend gen-
tleman was bound to bring in “ unbelief.” We quite under-
stand that he dreads it most of all. It would spoil his trade.

Sunday, February 11, was the day of “ special intercession ”
on the part of the Free Churches. Dr. Horton considers
that the now parliament was “ won by prayer "—including,
wo suppose, tho return of Mr. J. M. Robertson for the Tyne-

side. But what is won by prayer must be maintained by
prayer. So Dr. Horton says—and it flatters his holy pro-
fession. Politicians are not to be trusted absolutely. “ Wc

know,” ho says, “ that there mu3t be elements of godlessness
and self-seeking, with the accompanying blindness and per-
versity, in tho new House. And wo can only counteract
those elements by prayer.” There you are 1 Tho country
is safe now. Dr. Horton’s clerical squadrons have prayed,
aud tho Bishop of Loudon'’s clerical squadrons have prayed
too. So it will bo Al with us.
* God’'s in his heaven,
All's right with the world.”

Next business!

Rev. F. B. Meyer protests against the approaching mar-
riage of Princess Ena with the King of Spain. Reared a
Protestant, she is going to marry a Roman Catholic. What
is more, she is going to join the Roman Catholic Church
herself. The reverend gentleman is disgusted. He says the
marriage ought not to take place. That is his view of the
matter. Our view is that the religion, which the classes
have imposed upon the masses, is a thing which tho classes
themselves put off or on as it suits their convenience.

But are tho clergy—the teachers of religion to all classes
—any better ? Judging by history they are not. During
the violent and repeated changes in Church doctrine and
disciplino under Henry VIII.,, Edward VI., Mary, and
Elizabeth, the clergy lurched from side to side every time.
They were Catholic one day, Protestant the day after,
Catholic tho next day, and then Protestant again. Out of
all the thousands of them only about a hundred and twenty
kicked at the changes. The rest were true Vicars of Bray.

Someone has favored us with a copy of an extraordinary
handbill printed at Plumstead. It announced a Special
Prayer Meeting on Tuesday, February 13, in tho Wesleyan
Great Central Hall; the object boing “ To pray for the Con-
version of Mr. Robert Blatchford.” The Rev. Stanley
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Parker was down to “ lead the meeting aud give a brief
address '—which we suppose the Almighty was also expected
to listen to. Evidently this gentleman (we mean Parker)
believes that Mr. Blatchford is past arguing with. Perhaps
he will learn that “ Nunquam ” is past praying for.

It was once said by an American that there was more than
one sort of Baptists ; there were Particular Baptists, and not
very particular Baptists. Something like this might be said
of Manxmen ; the inhabitants of that beautiful island, where
tho people have three legs, and the cats no tails. During tho
winter Manxmen are distressingly pious ; during the summer
they relax so far as to make all the profit they can out of all
sorts of visitors. But some of them have qualms about
Sunday trading, even in the summer, and they got a Bill
brought before the House of Keys making illegal tho offering
or calling of goods or papers in the streets on Sundays. In
tho course of tho debate upon this Bill (which doesn’t seem
likely to be carried) the Bishop of Sodor and Man expressed
the opinion that shops should be dealt with too, especially
those which sold sweets on Sundays, and thus enticed tho
children to spend the money given them for offertory pur-
poses. The Bishop appears to have spoken feelingly. And
so would you, reader, if you were in his line of business. It
must be terrible to see a lot of “ kids ” in church luxuriously
sucking away the minister’s salary. In fact it bears a very
close resemblance to the sin against the Holy Ghost.

William Frederick Edge, the llanloy billiard marker, who
was executed at Stafford Gaol for tho murder of a child at
Newcastle-under-Lyme, appears to have made an edifying
end, and we suppose he is now singing the Glory Song.
Writing to his sister from the condemned cell, ho said: “ I
shall meet you in heaven "—and added: “ What a pleasant
world it will be.” At the end of his letter ho burst into
rhyme, the final lines being :—

“ Though absent in body | am with you in prayer,
And | meet you in heaven : there is no parting there.”

We hope the Christians aro proud of this candidate for

heaven. Some of them, perhaps, aro even proud of his
Nlpoetry.”
Rev. Dr. Dawson Burns, the well-known Temperance

writer, wants tho Dedication to King James dropped out of
tho Bibles printed at the Oxford aud Cambridge University
Presses. Such a fulsome piece of adulation ought no longer
to bo associated with the Holy Bible. Perhaps not, but thero
aro worse things inside the Bible ; dirty things, for instance,
that no minister dares read out to a mixed congregation
nowadays. Aud how about the drinking texts ? Dr. Dawson
Burns should wish to see them cleared out. Herois a pretty
sample : “ GiVo strong drink unto him that is ready to perish,
and wine unto those that be of heavy heart. Let him drink,
aud forget his poverty, and remember his misory no more.”
You could get hogsheads out of a text like that.

We like following the Bishop of Loudon. He is such an
entertaining ninny. His lordship has just been telling the
profession that tho motto for all its membors should bo “ I
play for Jesus Christ.” We bupposo ho means it for uso
before the footlights. Behind tho scenes the actor's motto
is “ | play for a salary.” And this is equally true of the
performers in pulpits.

Bishop Ingram spoko of the clergy and the actors as
“ brothers in arms.” Well, wo are glad to hear him say so.
Truth slips out now and then, oven in a sermon.

When the great Sarah Bernhardt was attacked in a sermon
by tho late Rev. Dr. Talmage she wrote a witty letter to him
which was published in tho American papers. Sho told him
that rival entertainers ought not to denounce each other in
public. It was bad form, and it gave tho game away.

N Guy Thorne,” the author of When It Was Dari:, is rO'
ported to bo resting in tho South of France. This is said to
be connected with the “ strain ” caused by his “ success-"
What is he suffering from ? Is it swelled head ?

General Nogi, who was left childless by tho war, is sitting
up late at night complying with tho requests for his autograph
inscriptions to be placed on the tombstones of the dead
Japanese soldiers who fell in the seige of Port Arthur. llovf
touching 1 How beautiful! Christian generals, when they
are victorious, aro usually occupied in amassing profits and
honors—for themselves.
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Wiliat a world this is, and how much reason men have to
sympathise with and console each other. Sir George Grey
becomes Minister for Foreign Affairs ; that is to say, he talres
one of the most important places in the new Liberal cabinet.
As soon as he is in office his wife is thrown out of her car-
riage and killed, and the poor man’s mouth (for we are all
poor men when these calamities fall upon us) is full of dust
and ashes. Religion will come in, of course, with its plausible
comforts; but what do they really amount to when a man

knows that half his heart is buried for ever in a woman’'s
grave ?

A series of lectures to women is being given at Glasgow
University, and a brief report of the first, delivered by the
Rev. Dr. Cooper, Professor of Church History, appeared in
‘bo Glasgow Herald. Dr. Cooper chose for his subject

Women in the Apostolic Church,” and his object was to
show that “ the elevation of woman was a great achievement
°f Christianity.” Unfortunately the report does not state
‘'vhat evidence he advanced in support of this proposition.
~ 0 have therefore to say but two things in reply ; first, that
Rr- Cooper’s assertion is historically uutruo ; second, that he
would do well to reply to the Rev. Principal Donaldson’s
earned and candid essay in which it is argued that Cliristi-
anity tended to lower, rather than elevate, the status of
Women. It would be far better for the Rev. Dr. Cooper to
answer the Rev. Dr. Donaldson, instead of repeating the old
statements as though nothing had been said to the contrary.
Repetition is really not argument. Many of the clergy
eliove that it is, but they are mistaken.

“Woman” Dr. Cooper is reported to have said,
more to the author of the Acts of thc Apobtlcs than y
other writer in the Now Testament. I his Jvf.ciohted
Rmo, and yet not amount to much. A very s1 °
one-eyed man might have magnificent vision amonO.
totally blind. These things are all relative.

What does woman owe to all the writers of the Now
Testament together ? What utterance of Jesus, what utter-
unco of Paul, did anything to help woman to justico and
consideration ? Paul himself—whoso disciple the author of
"ho Acts is said to liavo been—spoko of woman like a farm-
yard rooster. Slio was to keep silence, slio was not to teach,
8ko was to gain any knowledge sho wanted from her husband,
and sho was to obey him as the Church obeyed Christ, lie
Was not mado for her, Paul said ; she was made for him.
Row this could lead to the “ elevation of woman ” is like
‘he proverbial pcaco of God—it passes all understanding.

Mr. Will Crooks has found a true Latin proverb—" 1lox
Populi, vox dei : Tho voice of the pcoplo is the voico of God.
h°r all we know it may be. Rut if Mr. Crooks really thinks

hat the voice of tho pcoplo is tho voico of wisdom, ho is
.and to admit that tho popular vote which put tho Tories
‘a.Bjust as wise as tho popular vote which has put the
R'borals iu. And as ho doesn’'t admit the conclusion he
niust reviso tho premises. Perhaps it would bo better if he

popped God and religion out of his political speeches
"together.

rpi
8tali<I°{l0' iitat,crs must fill UP their columns. Wo undcr-
Whbtn ®ut they must bo badly gravelled for matter
°hl n 7tavu to devote space to tho marriago of a rich
youus>at>* niglity-thrco with a woman half a century
Was °e51' lau himself. The worst of it is that the proceeding
Pair >ddently thought to bo perfectly proper. Tho happy
HoftSO for tho honeymoon, after being married iu a
God A ~tholic Church, where (according to tho theory)
Wheu W™~ etu together. How beautiful a thing is religion
aids and blesses theso romantic attachments 1

Rawn°|U’ latest wills proved is that of tho Itcv. Edwarc
at JB57 ?7r °* ~pilsby, Lincolnshire, who left estate valuei
of hea'd<55 " ~I°ssetl bo yc poor, for yours is tho kingdou

iilUev°Jd°lorty-loving men of God. Rev. Henry Timothy
Rev. pO, R”™vcrdou Vicarago, Warwick, has left .£20,614.
i 151385 War(l Pickard-Cambridge, of Woymouth, has left

c°ld weatl | ~cm must be comfortably warm in this

Mo
that (jj? Baritz>in a letter to the Manchester Guardian, says
~ngland®l0 *lav° ou*y been four conversions effected in
theje 7 rii° Society for Promoting Christianity Amongst
*°ri>chfirringtLo las” “our ycar«< aud riiat all the four

Yct tljis Society>wo believe, has spent some
in that period.
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Count Tolstoy is in hell. lu the church at Tasowo he
was painted in a picture, dressed in peasant garb, seated in
a huge boiler, under which was a cheerful fire, while demons
were dancing around. Fortunately it is easier to paint a
man in hell than to put him there.

Ingersoll once said that people prayed for the most impos-
sible things. He once heard a man asking God to give
Congress wisdom. This witticism has a parallel in tho
latest story of a boy whose father took him to the Senate
gallery to watch the proceedings. The chaplain being
pointed out to him, lie said, “ Oh, he prays for tho Senate,
doesn’t he, dad?” “ No,” replied tho father, “ ho gets up
and takes a look at the Senato and then prays for the country.”

It will be interesting to notice how many of tho members
of tho new House of Commons avail themselves of Brad-
laugh’s Oaths Act and affirm instead of swearing allegiance.
This week’s Freethinker is made up beforo the information
can be obtainable. We may have something more definite
to say next week.

Tho Bishop of Chester says that “ passive resistance is no
fit weapon for a Churchman’s warfare.” This is all very
well in its way, but if tho Nonconformists carry their policy
of establishing “ undenominational ” Christianity in tho
nation’s schools, the Bishop of Chester will probably find
that thousands of Churchmen will become Passive Resisters;
and it might even bo a good thing if Freethinkers joined in
the game, in order to show up the hypocrisy of that
wonderful thing, the “ Nonconformist Conscience.”

The Chief Rabbi, at a recent meeting of the Jewish His-
torical Society, went out of his way to declare that “ tho
great bulk of the Jews in England would regard universal
compulsory secular education as a great peril threatening
their dear land.” What ho meant, of course, was that
secular education threatened all forms of supornaturalism,
including tho Jewish: and in this we have tho honor to
concur.

Rev. C. E. Adamson, vicar of St. Michael's Church,
Westoe, Shields, says in his parish magazino that the
General Election has entirely changed tho composition of
the House of Commons, and that tho prosent Government is
hostile to religion iu general and iu particular to tho National
Church as tho chief exponent of religion. We fear tho
reverend gentleman is mistaken. The present Government
is not likely to do anything against “ religion "—although it
may, for political reasons, favor Nonconformity as against
Anglicanism.

Dr. Clifford declares that the Passivo Resistance fight must
go on. He bids his followers to dare all the terrors of tho
law, and to go to prison cheerfully—and ho will stand out-
side and applaud them. “ A largo body of men of all tho
Churches,” ho says, “and of no Church aro sympathetic
with our aims.” This is one of his many mistakes. Wo
know a great deal more about tho “ no Church” men than
he does, and wo beg to tell him that they aro not sympa-
thetic with his aims. Probably ho fell into tho obvious
blunder of supposing that tho lato Mr. Holyoako represented
tho “ no Church” men in this matter. Mr. llolyoako’s
action as a Passivo Resistor, playiug tho gamo of tho
Nonconformists, was smiled at by tho Frcethought party iu
England. .

There really ought to bo somo kind of discipline iu tho
ranks of the Nonconformists. For months Dr. Clifford has
been shrieking to a somewhat sceptical public that their
iutercst iu tho education quostion was a citizen’s interest—
that and nothing more. And now tho Rev. A. Rowland
declares that the “ Education question brought tho Free
Churches into the arena,” and “ this with us is primarily a
religious question.” This is letting tho cat out of tho bag
with a vengeance. And it shows how difficult it is to keep
truth completely under—oven iu tho pulpit.

Sir John Gorst, addressing a Church Schools meeting at
Manchester, expressed his regret that the Conservative
government, while it had a commanding majority in tho
House of Commons, did not place the religious instruction of
tho country on a footing from which it could not bo removed.
Somo religion or other must be taught; Mumbo-Jumboism,
perhaps, iu preference to none at all. Indeed, it was “a
monstrous picco of tyranny on the part of the Government
to insist upon the children being brought up under a system
of Secularism.” Wo quite agreo with Sir John Gorst. It
would bo a monstrous picco of tyranny if tho State forced
Secularism upon the children. But when aud where has it
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been proposed to do anything of the kind? To confuse
Secular Education with Secularism is either mental muddle
or moral deception. Secularists do not want the State to
patronise their opinions. They want the State to leave all
opinions severely alone. And the only way to do this is to
teach what all are agreed about. This is the basis of
Secular Education. -

Vyoyan Henry Moyle, the aged clergyman who has just
been sentenced to eighteen months’ hard labor for co-operat-
ing in a swindle with “ Monte Carlo Wells,” alias Davenport,
was formerly sentenced to seven years' penal servitude for
forgery—after which he was appointed to a curacy in Berk-
shire. It is said that the Bishop who appointed him knew
all about his “ trouble.” We don’'t suppose the Bev. V. H.
Moyle will get another curacy.

Prophet Baxter gives the world a new “ tip.” Antichrist,
after all, is to be a Napoleon who will “ make a religion of
Socialism, and himself its god.” This party will carry on
high jinks till Christ comes and puts him down and starts
the millennium. Good old Baxter! We should think him
a crank if there were not so much method in his madness.
He knows what pays in a land of fools.

We drew attention last week to a wonderful article in the
Southport Guardian on the late George Jacob Holyoake.
Of one statement in it we said that we did not believe a
word. “ Shortly before his death,” the writer said, “ Mr.
Bradlaugh sent for Mr. Holyoake and made private amends
to him for an act of injustice which Mr. Holyoake had
suffered at his hands. But the public acknowledgment which
was no less his due was never made.” Fortunately this
allegation was promptly denied by Charles Bradlaugh's
daughter. Mrs. Bradlaugli-Bonner did this, not only through
our columns, but in a brief decisive letter to the Southport
Guardian.

Now it appears that the writer of that article is Mr. W.
Ashton. We have not the honor of his acquaintance, and
we should not be surprised if he is a Christian minister.
Mr. Ashton has to writo nearly a column of small type in
answer to Mrs. Bonner’s few lines. This initself shows that
he has no case. But let us see what he says. First, he
admits that Mr. Bradlaugh did not send for Mr. Holyoako;
it was a third party who brought the two together. And
who was the third party ? Mr. Josiali Gimson, of Leicester.
Well, as Mr. Josiali Gimson died in 1883, this gives the
quietus to the second part of the statement, namely, that
the alleged interview between Holyoake and Bradlaugh took
place shortly before the latter’s death, which occurred in
1891. The third part of the statement is of pretty much
the samo character. Mr. Gimson took Holyoake to see
Bradlaugh at the Bell Hotel, Leicester; and in the course of
‘a pleasant unrestrained conversation ” Bradlaugh said to
Holyoake that “ had he known what he had como®to know,
he had never said of mo what ho did.” That is all, oven as
Holyoake related it; and as nobody knows exactly what it
referred to it is hardly worth talking about. And the upshot
is that Mr. Ashton’s explanation hardly bears the slightest
resemblance to Mr. Ashton’s original statement.

We take leave of this Mr. Ashton by thanking him for the
statement that a certain questionable pamphlet Holyoakc
wrote about Bradlaugh was “ largely written during one
of his visits ” to Mr. Ashton at Southport. We quite under-
stand, after this, that Mr. Ashton does not understand how
anybody, not even Mrs. Bonner, could presume to doubt the
accuracy of anything that Holyoake wrote—even when the
subject was Bradlaugh. It is a touching spirit of faith.
Mr. Ashton surely must be a Christian minister.

Various.

Wk have pleasure in reproducing the following letter,
written by a friend of ours, from The Recorder, llford ; and
we commend it to the attention of Freethinkers who may
be desirous of writing letters to their local papers, as a
model of its kind:—

religious” literature at ileord liberal club.

“ Sir,—I have the honor of being an original member of
the llford Liberal Club ; and, owing to the alterations which
those in authority have made during the last year, members
can read in quietude, smoke, and drink ginger ale, etc., in

comfort, and en%_oy a game of billiards in a splendid large
room, elegantly fitted up.

But, Sir, thinking that members might sometimes like to
turn their attention to what was passing in the world around
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them, at the annual meeting of the Club, on the 25th ult., |
moved a resolution, ‘ That members should be allowed to
give to the Club any religious newspaper, periodical, or book ;
or any newspaper, periodical, or book, opposed to the popular
theology, provided that they did so at their own cost, that
such publications should lie on the table of the reading-room,
or be placed in the library ; and that I might present to the
Club gratis, every month, a copy of The llford Congregational
Monthly, a copy of the Catholic Times, and the Freethinker
every week.” | asked that this resolution might be passed
on the principle of civil and religious liberty, a principle dear
to old Liberals. Our worthy president (Mr. Grimwood),
Councillor Reynolds, and Mr. Norman Lang opposed the
resolution. Mr. Grimwood said that a similar resolution was
brought before the Club committee five months ago, that it
caused a very acrimonious discussion, lasting two hours, and
was then rejected. Councillor Reynolds begged the meeting
not to pass the resolution, as by so doing they would cause
the breaking up of the Club. Mr. Norman Lang said he was
a total abstainer, but had refrained from asking that literature
advocating the temperance cause should be admitted, on
account of the bitterness it might cause. | am sorry to say
that my resolution was rejected. | do not complain, for |
would not on any account be the means of doing any injury
to the Club, an institution which all who know it must believe
to be a great addition to the attractions of llford, and useful
to both old and young men.

The reason | am troubling you with this letter is to ask if
you and any of your numerous readers can explain why the
mere introduction of religious literature into the reading-
room of a good club in llford should cause dissension and
bitterness—considering that in llford we have about twelve
different denominations of Christians and twenty places of
worship. R. T. Nichols.”

Some paragraphs are devoted to this letter in the editorial
part of the paper in which it appears. The editor is of
opinion that the Liberal Club did wisely in refusing “ sec-
tarian literature.” And for two reasons: first, because the
Club is “ not a religious institution "—second, because such
literature in a club reading-room “ does cause dissension and
bitterness.” Putting these two reasons together, we venture
to suggest that the llford Liberal Club should allow only
orthodox Liberal papers upon the reading-room table. The
contents of all other papers must necessarily be more or less
“ sectarian ” and debateable. And it appears that the liford
Liberals cannot even read such things without quarreling
with each other; which shows that they arc not quite as
civilised as they ought to be. Wo wish them a little more
breadth of mind and equanimity.

Some of the London County Councillors returning from
the visit to Paris were interviewed by the Daily News.
Amongst them was Sir William Collins, who spoko in high
praise of the Secondary Schools over there as being “ far
away ahead of ours.” *“ Our friends across the Channel,”
the interviewer asked, “ do not hinder education by a ' reli-
gious ' difficulty, | think?” “ No,” replied Sir William,
“ they are ahead of us there. They teach no religion at all,
but in place of it have moral instruction, in which they
teach tho great basic principles of good conduct, of rightness
of life, and of character.” It is curious that the very same
morning the Daily News had a loading article on Education,
in which it said that until “ secular education coupled with
moral instruction ” was frankly accepted, thero could never
be “ any permanent settlement of tho education quostion.”
We are getting on—aren’'t we ? =

Referring to the Rev. F. Hibbert's statement that the
Labor movement is largely indifferent, if not hostile, t°
organised Christianity, the Newcastle Chronicle says that if
“ the majority of tho leaders of the new Labor movement
arc unbelievers ” they “ do not differ from many of their
predecessors,” as “ a large number of Democratic leaders in
the past have been Freethinkers.”

Paul Laurence Dunbar, the negro poet, who is reported to
have died at Dayton, Ohio, from consumption, at the all too
early age of thirty-four, was one of those who were redeeming
his much- afflicted race from the evil character fixed upon
them by their white oppressors. Some of his poems d'8
played really fine gifts of feeling, imagination, and intelligence
He had also a delicate sense of humor, which shone most in
his pieces written in the negro dialect. A fow of his poem8
showed him to be a decided Freethinker.

The first chairman of tho Labor party in tho House
Commons is Mr. Keir Hardie. Mr. llardie came from th°
bosom of a Freetliought family. His father and mother
were both members of the Glasgow Secular Society to the
day of their death. Sturdier Secularists novor lived.
Hardie's family always held that he was still a Secular»g*
himself, although he might think it impolitic to say so.
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Mr. Foote’'s Engagements.

March 4 and 11, Stanley Hall.

April 1, Manchester: 8, Stratford Town Hall;
Queen’s Hall.

May O, Liverpool.

22 and 29,

To Correspondents.

J-T. Lioyd's Lecturing E ngagements.—March 4, Glasgow; 11,
Liverpool; 18, Liverpool; 25, Liverpool.

Ridgway Fund.—B. L. 2s. J. Partridge (183 Vauxhall-road, Bir-
mingham) also acknowledges: W. Kilminster Is., W. T. 1itt 5s.,
Collected at Mr. Ward'’s lecture 7s.

N*S.S. Benevolent Fund.—Miss E. M. \ancc,
acknowledges: Dr. R. T, Nichols ¢El.

George Jacob.—Is such a “ convert ” worth troubling about?

J- Brough.—Thanks for cuttings.

Anti-Biblical.— Shall he sent as requested.
you again. . ,

"m Crarke.—We dare say the reverend gentleman is right, and
that there are “ low sneaks, liars, thieves, and lazy, boneless
good-for-nothings ” in his parish. Is there any Christian parish
without them ?

H. B. Samuels.—We will try to get a good statement, as you
suggest, re the new Church and State affair in France, for the
benefit of our readers.

K- W. Ross.—All right.

Watson Williams.—Mr. H. G. Atkinson, who was a man of
independent means, lived for many years at Boulogne, and ie
there at a ripe old age. Harriet Martineau may have inclined
to Philosophical Atheism without grasping the conception that
a Great First Cause is really a contradiction in terms.

“mG. Wirtiams.—We hope the social gathering at Porth was a
success. These functions are useful, but it cannot be expected
that a letter from Mr. Foote should be a feature of all of them.
Whatever his wishes might be, he is far too busy to be able to
write such letters except in very unusual cases. He will try to
arrange a visit to South Wales presently.

P. Ball.—Many thanks for cuttings.

E- J. Shea.— Thanks for the news, though a bit late. Your sug-
gestion shall be considered. Do you mean that a hall could not
be engaged in Cardiff for special Sunday lectures by Mr. Foote ?

Well Wisher.—Glad to know you derive so much pleasure and
advantage from reading the Freethinker. Your suggestions
shall be borne in mind. This journal can he obtained at the
bookshop in connection with the Secular Hall, Leicester.

A. S.—Voltaire was not converted during a rcugli voyage at sea
hor in any other situation. We do not know the lecturer you
mention.
=Gartkidgk—Sorry to hear that the Birmingham Mail refused

print the titles of Mr. Ward’s lectures. But should you not
mmper the wind to the shorn lambs while you have the Town

Hall battle on hand ?

J Gektrfakis.—George Jacob llolyoako was an Atheist—at least
mijtil he adopted the “ Agnostic” label late in life ; and, after

failed to show any real difference between the two terms.

Whether lie was an “ aggressive ” Atheist is a quarrel about an
adjective.

' ~N-.Rwo asks us whether it is true that charles Bradlaugh died
mlying, “ God forgive me for my sins." It is »lot true. Many
es have been told about Charles Bradlaugh. This is the latest.

JINMVNE.—Your letter was overlooked. Don’t take so much
11bio. When a reverend gentleman says that Thomas Paine,

fo W Otllor Freethinker, was guilty of crimes or vices, ask him

r bis authority. That is the way to begin business.

"*« — Registered places of religious worship, exempted from

A n68and taxes, cannot legally bo used for other purposes.

U Thanks ; see paragraph elsewhere. Pleased to
for r from >ou as a year-old reader of the Freethinker who looks

F. g WKL eVory week to its arrival.

* ' @ee paragraphs; thanks.

V n 8 for the Editor of the Freethinker should bo addressed to

Ric eva8tle-atreot, Farringdon-stroot, E.C.

HC l.* V?otices must reach 2 Newcastle-streot, Farringdon-

Erie E,C" first Poat Tuesday, or they will not be insortod.
martr8 wbo Bend un newspapers would enhance the favor by

secretary,

Pleased to hear from

ps  ttIn8 the passages to whioh they wish us to call attention.
to *or literature by stamps are specially requested
TOI halfpenny Uampi.

office? 'ethinker WAL be forwarded direct from the publishing
108 faRe>at the following rates, prepaid:—One year,
<1 half year, 6s. 8d. ; three months, 2s. 8d.

Sugar Plums.

lias been@ WOIU'SO °f Sunday evening Froethouglit lectures

E°bdon & 1* ** for at Stanley Hall, Junction-road, North
t'v® Sund UtlDg Marcll- Mr. Foote will lead off on the first
Lloyd, p X? an(l will bo followed by Mr. Cohen and Mr.

~reethini-UJ particulars will be advertised in next week’s
‘er' North London “ saints” who will circulate
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printed announcements of these lectures, in a small con-
venient form, should apply for same, personally or by post-
card, to Miss E. M, Vance, 2 Newcastle-street, E.C.

Another course of Sunday evening lectures is being
arranged for in the Stratford Town Hall during April. Mr.
Foote will also take two Sunday evenings at Queen’s Hall.
All these meetings are under the auspices of the Secular
Society, Limited.

Mr. Lloyd had good meetings at Liverpool on Sunday, ho
was in capital form, and his lectures were warmly applauded.
To-day (Feb. 18) the Branch platform will be occupied by
Mrs. Bradlaugh-Bonner, the late Charles Bradlaugh's daughter,
and we hope there will be a big rally of the “ saints ” to greet
her. Mr. G. Scott, of Glasgow, our esteemed contributor,
lectures for the Branch on March 4, and ought to have a very
hearty reception. Mr. Lloyd takes the three following Sun-
days, and we understand that Mr. Cohen will deliver some
lectures in April. On the first Sunday in May the splendid
Picton Hall has been engaged for a special lecture by Mr.
Foote. These efforts necessitate financial help from outside,
of which we shall have more to say presently. Meanwhile
the Liverpool Branch is being well supported.

The Coventry Branch held a Concert and Dance in the
Clarion Rooms, Broadgate, on Thursday, February 8.
Councillor S. G. Poole acted as chairman and more than
eighty members and friends attended. A capital program
was carried through, special thanks being due to Mrs. Shaw,
Mrs. Simpson, Mrs. Clarke, Miss Oliver, and Messrs. Hutt
and Weston. The financial result, which was satisfactory,
goes in aid of the Branch’s lecture-fund.

Reynolds' makes amends in the following handsome fashion
for the blunder to which we drew attention last week :—

“ The death of Mr. Holyoake inundated us with a multi-
tude of letters which we had not space to print. However,
we must make room for one correction. In the special
memoir written by our contributor, Mr. A. E. Fletcher, it
was stated that Mr. G. J. Holyoake was the last man im-
prisoned in England for * Atheism.” ‘ Nuda Veritas ' writes
to us, pointing out that Mr. Holyoake was imprisoned for
‘blasphemy,” a different offonco from the technically legal
point of view. That was in 1842. Since then Thomas
Pooley, Thomas Paterson, and Matilda Roalf, have been im-
prisoned for blasphemy. In 1883 George William Foote, the
present editor of the Freethinker, was sentenced to twelve
months’ imprisonment on a similar accusation. Mr. Foote’s
prison treatment was much more severe than that of Mr.
Holyoake, as he was not allowed to see his friends, to order
his own food, or to write letters.”

Mr. W. T. Stead had a noticeable article on tho “ Religious
Difficulty ” in a recent number of tho Daily Chronicle,
Our readers will be glad to see his straightforward declara-
tion in favor of Secular Education :—

“ The way out which would deliver the opponents of deno-
minationalism from the fatal mistake of establishing unde-
nominationalism as the State religion of our public elementary
schools is clear enough. No 1religion’ of any kind can be
taught by the authority of a State composed of all ‘ religions.’
State education must be secular. To levy rates and taxes
for the payment of religious teaching of any kind, denomina-
tional or undenominational, involves tho reimposition of
Church rates. The Nonconformist has resented the imposi-
tion of a denominational Church rate by the organisation of
passive resistance. The imposition of an undenominational
Church rate would be resented by Anglicans, Catholics, and
Agnostics, and if they took to passive resistance it would not
lie in the mouths of Free Churchmen to blame them for
bettering a good example. Undenominational religion is as
sectarian to the sacerdotalist and the agnostic as Anglican
and Roman religion is sectarian to the Free Churchman.”

This is what wo have been saying for twenty-five years, and
we are delighted to sec that it now has the powerful support
of a publicist liko Mr. Stead.

Mr, Stead goes on to plead for religious education never-
theless. But what he means by religion is “ the embodi-
ment in our lives of .the highest ethical ideal which we are
capable of conceiving.” Well, we have no quarrel with that.
And if Mr. Stead likes to call it religion—* what's in a
name What lie wants to see introduced is a good hand-
book of ethical teaching in “ Character, Conduct, and Citizen-
ship.” And if we understand him rightly the Bible should
only be used in the same way as “ tho Vedas, tho Talmud,
the Koran, Shakespeare, or John Ruskin.” But in a Chris-
tian country (wo think Mr. Stead would agree with us) the
use of the Bible would have to be very carefully watched.
This, indeed, is the difficulty attending its use in the schools.
The teachers cannot regard it as impartially as they regard
the other books mentioned by Mr. Stead.
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Shelley, who had been expelled from Oxford for Atheism,
printed 250 copies of Queen Mab in London in 1813. His
name appeared on the title-page as author and printer. As
the work of a boy of eighteen it was one of the most extra-
ordinary productions in the whole range of English literature.
Its philosophy was frankly Atheistic. About seventy copies
were privately distributed. Shelley perhaps thought that,
by avoiding formal publication, he and others escaped the
peril of the Blasphemy Laws. During his later residence in
Italy, when he was producing the riper fruits of his genius,
Queen Mab was pirated and circulated widely in the interest
of Freethought propaganda. This edition, while rare, is still
to be met with ; but the first edition, issued by Shelley him-
self, is of excessive rarity. A good copy fetched (£166 under
the hammer in 1903. A particularly fino copy, from the
library of the late James A. Slater, will soon be sold by
auction, and we shall be interested to see what it fetches.
A copy with copious alterations, additions, etc., by Shelley
himself, cliaDgcd hands last year for some (£350. What a
change since Shelley’'s masterpiece fell almost still-born from
the press! In less than a hundred years original copies of
those neglected poems are realising scores of times their
weight in gold. And the price is likely to rise instead of
falling. .

Monday’s Daily News contained a number of articles by
“ distinguished persons ” on the Education difficulty. A
parson represented the “ Anglican View,” Dr. Clifiord gave
* The Free Church Case,” the Hon. Charles Russell stated
“ The Catholic View,” Mr. Phillip Snowdon set forth “ The
Labor View,” and Dr. Macnamara “ The Teachers’ View.”
What was left out was “ The Parents and Children’s View.”
We might also suggest that it is high time that the Daily
News took its ostrich head out of the sands and recognised
the existence of what it might at first be pleased to call
“ The Infidel View.” For it is a positivo fact that myriads
of people in this country arc absolutely opposed on principle
to the teaching of any form of religion in schools thoy are
trxed to maintain.

Mr. Phillip Snowdon, however, plainly stated that the
Labor party was pledged to Secular Education. Ho also
observed that “ To talk of ‘ simple religious teaching ' or of
‘the foundation principles of Christianity’ as something
about which everybody would agree is to talk nonsense.”
Finally, Mr. Snowdon wrote: *“ There is no logical, and,
what is more, there is no practical or possible, settlement of
the education question but by tho disestablishment of
‘religious ' teaching in our day schools, and leaving that
work to the religious bodies, to do in their own way, accord-
ing to their own beliefs, and at their own expense, in their
own time.”

Mr. Snowdon said some pretty things about the Bible, but
we charitably assume that they were only tho coating for
tho pill he had to oiler. We should bo sorry to believe that
he believes that a satisfactory “ liberal education ” is im-
possible without tho Bible. Plato and Marcus Aurelius had
at least as “ liberal ” an education as (say) Mr. Snowdon
and they ow'ed nothing to tho Bible. Strange, perhaps, but
true all the same.

Personal.

A MAN who gives his whole life to Freothought has
to pay tho penalties. Twenty-two years ago | paid
the penalty of imprisonment. | have paid many
penalties since then, and | shall have to pay more
before | die. And as far as | am personally concerned
I do not complain. | count myself a soldier of Free-
thought, and | take rations, pay, and wounds as they
come. 1 know all that would happen to me when |
began. But | am anxious to stave off the penalties
from those | love.

Twelve months ago | thought tho way was open to
placing my boy where ho could learn electrical
engineering. That dream is now dissipated, and |
am looking out for another opening. Of course |
have not the money to pay the heavy premiums
which are so often demanded. It occurs to mo that
there may he someone in tho Freothought party
who is both able and willing to give my boy a chance
to learn the business for which 1 believe he is most
adapted. He is turned sixteen and is anxious to
start at once. Is there a Freethinker anywhere who
can offer him an opportunity ? | should value it
more than anything done directly for myself.

G. \V. Foote.
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What is Truth ?

Truth is a theme on which many variations have
been written. Countless generations before Pilate
propounded his famous unanswered and unanswerable
conundrum man had eagerly pursued the elusive god-
dess Truth, and the pursuit still continues. In his
search for tho truth, man has traversed many a barren
tract, pressed through many athorny thicket, stumbled
into and crawled out of many a quagmire, met and
overthrown many a redoubtable champion of bigotry,
superstition and persecution. The search for truth
has been the real search for the Holy Grail. Has it
been altogether a fruitless quest ?

During the year which has lately closed Dr. Gregory
Smith, M.A. has writton—and John Murray, London,
has published—a book under the title that heads this
article. It is mainly a collection of essays (revised
and re-cast wo suppose) which have previously
appeared in sundry magazines. The volume bears
every evidence of its piece-meal composition. The
chapters are disconnected and there is much irrita-
ting repetition. But it is interesting as embodying
one of the numerous attempts being made at the
present day to present a view of Christianity that
shall he acceptable to the individual who finds the
old orthodoxy impossible. This is not to say that
Dr. Smith’s view displays any originality. Like some
other Christians whose writings we have perused ho
seems willing, at a pinch, to surrender everything to
the scientist and the higher critic—everything but
tho “ sublime ” figure of Christ. Reliance on Jesus
is the keynote of his religious philosophy. Tho
unique, the incomparable, the inimitable personality
of Christ is to him tho all-sufficing witness of Christ’'s
divinity. With “ damnable iteration ” he serves up
the stale claptrap that never man spake as Ho spake,
or lived as lie lived. He harps on tho impossibility
of Christ having been “ invented,” as if Rationalist
critics had no other explanation to offer of the exis-
tence and genesis of the Christ ideal. He maintains
that in Christ's earthly life we have sufficient warrant
for believing everything that superficially seems in-
credible in tho Christian religion. Only believe in
Christ and the rest is easy. No miracle is too
stupendous to believe of such a phenomenal being as
Jesus of Nazareth. Ilis life and teaching are the
supromo evidence of the truth of Christianity. Which
is the sort of rant one is accustomed to from Little
Bethel preachers, but scarcely expected from anyone
who boasts M.A. and LL.D. aftor his name.

This position of Dr. Smith constitutes a simplifica-
tion of tho everlasting issue between Agnosticism
and Christianity, and his attitudo has all the boldness
of simplicity. It practically moans staking the case
on a single throw of the dice. And that is always a
hazardous proceeding. It is, of course, a ooinmon
contention of Christian advocates that Christ never
had and never can have acounterpart; that ho is the
one man absolutely without spot or blemish ; that ho
forms the unapproachable model to humanity for all
timo. But few scholars have had tho hardihood or
the frankness to say that nothing else really matters
but the personality and character of Jesus.

The weakness of Dr. Smith’s position, and of tho
position of those who think with him, is that our
actual knowledge of the life and character of Jesus
is absolutely nil. Wo have no guarantee that tho
glorified imago of the Son of God which fill3 tho mind
of the devout Christian has the slightest relation to
facts. We do not know that tho Jesus of Christian
worship or even tho figure dimly limned in tho Gospol
narratives is other than tho creation of fond fancy-
In tho gospels themselves we have only tho fragment
of alifo. Dr. Smith attempts to forestall this obvious
criticism by remarking that as Owen or Cuvier could
construct the extinct mammal from the foot only, °r
the thigh, so from what has been preserved in the
gospel records it is easy to see the rest. That migbt
be, could we be sure the gospel records gavo usfadf'
Tho bone which an Owen or a Cuvier made tho has!0O
of a reconstructive process was at any rate a concrete
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Can as much bo said for any incident in the
four gospels ? Reasoning by analogy requires to be
bandied with care. Not a few thinkers come to grief
with it. And though, perhaps, the “ silence and self-
effacement” of Jesus for thirty years arc “ more
elogquent than words,” they may not tell the same
story to us as to Dr. Gregory Smith.

The latter is most unfortunate in his analogies
throughout. When he comes to deal with the mis-
takes and defects of the Bible (which faults he does
Bot deny) ho writes as follows :(—

fact.

“ Whenever this or that fault is alleged against the
Bible it is because tho standpoint of the observer is
wrong. He is looking away from that which should
rivet his gaze to what is accidental and extraneous, as
a commander in abattle who allows himself to be diverted
from his real attack by tho feint of a cunning strategist.”

On which one may remark that tho commander in
a battlo who fails to lay his account with every con-
ceivable feint or machination of tho enemy is, to that
extent, incapable for his responsible position. But is
fhis attitude of suspicion the frame of mind in which
Wb should approach the Bible ? And if God’'s Word
BB full of snarc3 and traps for the unwary, who put
fhem there ?
Dr. Smith’s book is not a bulky volume—it extends
j °nly a hundred and thirty pages—and the author
has shed much of the old orthodoxy, yet the passages
m which exception might bo taken by us are fairly
numerous. We welcome the sane confession that
‘no one who watches tho onward progress of physical
science will refuse to admit that the dependence of
thought and emotion on the material organism, if
not yet completely demonstrated, is far on the way
to bo.” But Dr. Smith perversely regards Will power
jn man as something apart from “ the mechanism of
the body ” (though we have no knowledge of a dead
nian having any Will save tho one he leaves behind
0 bo filed at Doctors Commons); something, that
oininatos thought and omotion or that can act con-
rary to both. His whole argument shows that tho
~U(y Of such an essay as that of John Anthony
°lhns on Freowill might do him some good.
far from being independent of his thoughts and
otions, man’s will, when brought into action, is
ut the static force of his thought and emotion con-
NP . ‘nto dynamic force. Tho action of any man’s
rui ID S'ven circumstances is a consequent of his
bu In™ .thoughts and predominant emotions, always
PP°sing that his will is not baulked or hampered by
W °“na”restrictions over which ho has no control.
Sn°.]i ° I°avo to quoto another passage from Dr.
tyn @ as an oxamplo of the hopeless tanglo into
on”  Ovon an educated Christian writer gets on the
Gstion of tho freedom of the will. Ho says i—

1If the Will is only tho result aud product of causes
I ach cau bo gauged, it will not bo impossible to calculate
.e'orohaud what this result will bo in any particular
‘“stance. Given, in tho caso of any person, tho intel-
ectual aud emotive character, together with the external
circumstances, tho action, if thcro can bo no interference
rom tho Will, follows inevitably as a matter of calcula-
*on. Tho sum may f,e difficult, but it is not impossible,
iven a knowledge of tho laws which regulato cercbra-
10n, emotion, etc., as well as of tho amount and tendency
the pressure on thoso from without, you shall bo able
0 cshnaato adequately, if Will is eliminated, what auy-
Uo shall do in any contingency. Is this so actually ?
, 0 contrary is notorious. Tho wisest people do at
~j 8the most foolish things; tho fool surprises thoso
o know him by rising above tho occasion ; tho prudent
C uPsets all his antecedents by a freakish indiscretion ;
nafS0 "k ? aro apt to yield evinco unlooked-for obstinacy;
urcs timid and shrinking act heroically; tho strong-
nc*cd and fearless betray irresolution.”

Gtmp¥ °ne may accept every syllable of tho foregoing
admitting that it affects tho caso for

that wini8na a single iota. It is quite indisputable
given OFan predicate tho action of any individual in
est' tuat U?UmB*ancGS ™ we ar0 alj'G accurately to
tUotive e “k® character of that individual and” tho
8 which exercise a predominating inlluence

and of mn  ~‘vcn absolute knowledge of the individual
all tho circumstances of tho caso up to tho
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last moment of choice, and you can absolutely predict
what the individual will choose to do. To know
everything is to understand everything, and to fore-
see everything. The Christian believes that God
knows everything that is to happen. How can the
Christian account for God's prescience save on tho
supposition that having an absolute and comprehen-
sive grasp of all that has happened and of all that is
at present happening, the future, which is the
inevitable outcome of all things precedent, is fully
unfolded to his view. Man’'s insight and foresight
operate in the same way, though on a necessarily
limited scale. When man fails in his judgments and
in his prophecies it is because his knowledge is frag-
mentary and incomplete. And when people do things
that surprise us—things that seem to us contrary to
their respective natures—what is this but a proof
that we have not correctly gauged tho characters of
such people, or that we have overlooked, or been un-
conscious of, certain determining factors in the pro-
blem. Freedom of the Will is not established by the
vagaries of individuals, however startling and unac-
countable these vagaries may seem. A reason will
bo found for them if wo search deep enough
and long enough. A drunkard may become tem-
perate; a sober, steady man may succumb to
dissipation ; a weak-minded individual may developo
strength of character ; a once strong-minded person
may display vacillation of purpose. Any or all of
these things may occur and have occurred, but never
without a cause. And our ignorance of the cause in
any particular instance is no justification for our
ascribing the result to tho exercise of man’s Freowill.

The difficulties, inconsistencies, and contradictions
in the Bible do not trouble Dr. Smith. Ho glances
at some of them in passing, but his is a robust faith
that is content to swallow them all until such time
as “ the shadows shall flee away.” To him the supreme
importance of tho Bible is that it reveals Christ.
This, of course, specially applies to tho Now Testa-
ment, for ho is candid enough to admit it is not quite
so obvious that tho purpose of tho pro Christian
portion of the Biblo is primarily and essentially to
declare Christ Jesus. With charming naivete, how-
ever, he adds that whoever approaches the Old
Testament conscious of his own need of help to be
freed from sin, can hardly fail to see Christ there
more and more vividly as he ponders what is written.
Which is equivalent to saying that if you look for a
thing you will generally find it. Carlyle put tho
matter well in his own inimitablo fashion when ho
said, “ Tho oyo sees that which it brings with it tho
power of seeing.” It would puzzle anyone who had
never heard of Christ or Christianity to discover
either in tho Old Testament. We mean, of course,
in tho text of tho Old Testament, not tho Old Testa-
ment in its modorn guise, with voluminous notes and
manufactured chapter-headings all combining to
impart a meaning to tho text never contemplated by
tho original writers. Dr. Gregory Smith is quite
right in saying that to believe in Christ is everything.
It has been so in this regard at any rate. Peoplo
begin by believing in Christ and forthwith allow their
pious imaginations to run riot. They see him pre-
figured and typified everywhere, not only in tho
Hebrew Scriptures but even in tho literature, myth,
and legend of the Pagan world. And wo have Dr.
Smith’s word for it that oven whore tho so-called
Old Testament typos of Christ may seem far-fetched
we have only to gaze with sufficient earnestness and
discernment and wo will recognise—tho rosemblanco
we are in search of. Which seems highly probable.
But is this the way to find out what is truth ?

It may appear to somo that tho sentence wo havo
qguoted from Carlylo is one of thoso dangerous weapons,
a two-edged sword. Freethinkers also may bo guilty
of seeing only what they wish to see. And wo would
bo tho last to suggest that in the search for Truth
Freethinkers have no need to guard against personal
prejudice. There is one broad distinction, however,
between the Freethinker and the Christian. While
tho former persistently seeks for a natural explana-
tion of puzzling phenomena whether in tho moral or
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the material sphere, the latter prefers a supernatural
explanation of what perplexes him, even when, as is
often the case, a natural explanation is forthcoming.
Now it seems a perfectly sound philosophy which
says that not until every conceivable natural hypo-
thesis has been exhausted need we call in the aid of
that which is above, or outside, or beyond, or apart,
from nature. And the possibilities of nature are not
within measurable distance of exhaustion.
G. Scott.

Woman and the Bible.

IN the present day the clergy and their friends say
but little, comparatively speaking, of their dogmas,
but much respecting the alleged benefits their reli-
gion has bestowed upon mankind ; and they most
especially parade the pretence that their trade and
stock-in-trade have elevated woman. Sometimes
Freethinkers appear to me disposed to accord them
too much, to almost admit that Christianity has
really benefited the world to a great extent, though
by no means half as much so as those who run the
holy trade pretend. 1 will not at present go into the
general question, but confine my remarks to the case
of woman.

When | say that in the Bible the woman has no
status at all; that she is owned by father, brother,
or husband as fully as a cow or an ass ; that she can
never claim a divorce for herself, nor legally resist her
husband when he resolves to divorce her; that she
has no legal right to dispose of herself even in mar-
riage or to refuse a husband chosen for her by father
or brother; that she is nover treated or considered
as a person, with a will or choice of her own—when
all this is stated it is at once seen that woman
cannot be further degraded than the Bible already
degrades her.

The Bible opens badly upon the woman question ;
at least, the second chapter of Genesis represents
her as no part of the original creation-plan, but as an
after-thought, a being whose office, or even exist-
ence, was not so much as anticipated until the lord
of creation felt miserable and knew not what he
wanted. The woman was not made for any personal
end of hers, but merely as a “ help meet” for Adam.
His wants alone wore consulted, hers were never
thought of. As the Bible boasts, the man was not
“ created for the woman, but the woman for the
man ” (1 Cor. xi. 9). This insolent position is taken
up from end to end of the Bible ; it is not discussed,
the male authors of the book everywhere assume it
as a principle beyond all question ; and the entire
Bible is perfectly consistent therewith. Courtship,
erotic romance, love (except in its grossest sense) is
absolutely absent from the Bible. There is no love-
song (except the beastly “ Song of Solomon,” in
which the girl is a slave who, in a sensuous way, is
enamored of her future owner, who probably has
many wives already). The race that produced the
Bible was not deficient in sensuousness, but it never
could have produced a little finger of Romeo or a
curl of Juliet. Woman is not a woman in the Bible ;
its writers and its Gods no more understood her than
they did modern physics or our highest mathematics.
So far does the anti-feminine feeling carry the Bible
writers that there is not so much as one woman
exhibited in the book with whom a decent man could
fall in love. Grace, dignity, charm, or attractive-
ness they have none. There is not a woman in the
Bible whom you would like for mother, sister, or
wife, and only one—noble Rizpah (2 Sam. xxi. 10)—
you would like as a nurse.

Nor is that all. The woman is always in fault.
She first had dealings with the Devil who induced
her to eat the forbidden fruit, and thus “ brought
death into the world and all our woe.” Women
were the only human beings whose evil courses
brought Noah'’s fabled flood upon the world. Lot’s
daughters, not “ righteous Lot,” were solely to blame
for what occurred in the cave—they were women.
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It was Sarah who tempted holy Abraham with Hagar.
It was the woman who prompted Jacob to bamboozle
his blind father and cheat his brother. The holy
Judah was tempted and ensnared by Tamar; and
poor Joseph was the victim of Mrs. Potiphar. And
here | cannot refrain from noting, so vile is woman
made to appear in the Bible, that not one of the sex
ever had modesty or self-respect enough to say no.
The sole exception is the case of poor Tamar when
assaulted by her own brother. The only spark of
modesty apparent in the whole Bible is exhibited by
a man who is solicited by a woman ! Sex-virtue is
otherwise unknown between its covers. The woman
has none of it, and as for modesty, no one mentioned
in the book ever dreamt that such a sentiment was
needed. The woman does not defile herself by
adultery, but the man is defiled by her (Levit.
xviii. 20).

Those who credit the Bible with elevating woman
should read carefully Numbers v. 11 to 81. There
the Lord legislates for a jealous husband (the Lord
being himself the essence of jealousy). The woman
supposed guilty is quite innocent, but her god-like
husband and owner condescends to suspect her of
the worst. He has not the shadow of fact, proof, or
evidence to offer, but, like the Lord, he is jealous,
and resolves upon a thorough investigation. The
savage brings his wife to the savage priest, who is
instructed by his savage God. The priest—well, the
reader had better turn up the Bible itself and see
how gloriously divine revelation elevates woman. How
the Lord reveals to Moses the savage and magical
processes by which a guilty woman might be proved
guilty as per a recipe drawn from savage lore of
extreme antiquity and vogue even then. And if
something infinitely better than revelation had not
civilised men wo should still subject women to the
same horrible and holy process.

Nor is this the worst content of the Bible. In
that book the woman’s chief function in nature is so
filthy that she must be purified by the priest ()
before she is fit to re-enter decent society—that is,
after being guilty of giving birth to a child. Yes, if
she dare to produce a boy—so saith the Lord—she
is unclean for seven days; and she must atone for
her sin by giving the priest a lamb, a young pigeon,
or a turtle dove. Ay !l—and, pray, mark it—if a
woman should be so audacious as to give birth to a
female baby, she is unclean for fourteen days! A
girl baby pollutes the mother exactly twice as much
as a boy. Who after that can doubt that the Bible
is the elevator of woman ? (see Lovit. xii.). To bo a
father is honorable—God is a father; but to become
a mother is so polluting that neither Lord nor saint
can endure the sight or scent of the offender until
she has been properly and religiously fumigated-
And—can it be believed ?—this savage horror is per-
petuated in the Common Prayer Book, and mothers
have still to atone for their sin by being “ churched ”
after childbirth. The Methodists used limpingly to
follow the Act of Parliament Church in this par-
ticular.

The Bible writers never dreamt that they were
making Ruth or Esther odious by what they say oi
them. The former solicits Boaz, the latter prosti-
tutes herself, and competes with other girls in that
course, in order to become a queen. Still, Christians
name their daughters Ruth, and Esther ! Holy taste
is remarkable. God made Solomon so insanely wise
that he collected for himself 1,000 women, and that
was his glory. No fault was found with the king
until he took to himself heretic or unorthodox
woman. His wholesale debauchery was nothing, but
the Lord could not endure a worshiper of a rival
god.

So vilely did the Lord, think of women in Bibl®
times, that is, in the days of his greatest glory, that
he speaketh as follows unto David: “ | gave the®
thy master’'s house, and thy master's wives into tby
bosom....... and | will take thy wives before thin®
eyes, and give them unto thy neighbor, and he shall
lie with thy wives in the sight of this sun ” (2 Sanm®]
xii. 8 to 11). The “ neighbor,” in this case, turn®®
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put to be David's son Absalom ! (2 Sam. xvi. 20 to 23).
Ibe less comment the better perhaps; though one
cannot help remarking that that was one way the
Lord had of elevating woman. He passes them from
Man to man, as the fit takes him, never deeming it
necessary to consult the woman. Cattle were never
treated worse. But, “ it is the Lord; let him do
\f/vhialt seemeth him good "—so saith every pious
ool.

The New Testament is no improvement upon the
Old regarding the status of woman. The very pre-
tence that Jesus was born of a virgin (which the
Luke gospel denies in detail) is a beastly slur upon
honest wifehood and motherhood. Here, as in the
Old Testament, the wife's and mother’s function in
ufe are vile and to be avoided where possible. Better,
says Christ, to mutilate yourself than become hus-
band or father (Matt. xix. 9 to 12. Leave your wives,
said he to his disciples; ay, to be my disciple you
uiust hate parents, wives, children, etc. (Luke
Xlv-26). Bah ! if the Christ—had he been historical

;had but loved some nice girl and married her, he
unght never have been the vagrant loafer he became,
and would probably never have mounted the cross.
Lut he misunderstood the best portion of that
humanity they pretend he came to save, and did
uiuch to damn the race by doing his best to plunge
Woman to the lowest depths of degradation.

Whoever wrote the epistles called Paul's was a
Woman-hating fool, who said she was enough to
®uipt the angels if her head should be uncovered in
church (1 Cor. xi. 10); who declared a widow could
n°t marry again till she was wanton; who bade
Women keep silence in church and to learn from their
asbands. What a barbarian !

As to the churches, in them woman is worse than
amned. For a woman to go inside the communion
| a church is a positive profanation of that holy
Place! Ic Popery the highest position for woman is
°De in which she must treat her nature as a sink of
Pollution. No woman (except an “ old woman ") may
78 pope, bishop, or priest; and the Anglican sect is
ut a trifle less vile.

Lastly. In no place, among no set of men has

°man been worse treated than by Bible writers and

6 Christian clergy. Even prostitution, in all its

°rst features, is a fruit of the Christian tree and is
onflned to Christendom and the sphere of Christian
‘oduence.

When women understand the Bible and Chris-

aoity and have once opened their eyes to the
ondition in which their religion places them they
is maaserk their independence. And where woman

independent Bihle and Christianity and priests
ja1 no longer be tolerated. Our only hope lies in

6 emancipation of woman, in giving her full oppor-
tanity o pe equal or superior to man.

Jos. Symes.
Cheltenham, vsjctoria, Australia.

Obituary.

~ Scarborough Evening Nexus reports the death of
buCc ' Murgatroyd, who appears to have been a moderately
In a i bltn business man and a well-known local character,
of obituary notice, extending to nearly two columns
of juija 1 typo, the News says that ho “ had a high standard
the on*06 aD(* PI'°bity, and his sympathy always went out to
Was a )rease<b” Prominence is given to the fact that he
Jacob wOPen Secularist, and a personal friend of George
Charle an”™ Charles Bradlaugh. He attended
that ,,r ~adlaugh’s funeral, and was much distressed by
jotter riJan’s death. Some nine months ago he left a
it shoul V& ~*° e'Ltor of the Evening News, requesting that
don6é Ubo published on the day of his death—which was
Preeth * letter he protested against the burial of
“ ehedfip* |, fiends of his with religious ceremonies. Such
Secvda, I®" Was unfa'r- My burial, he said, must bo
asi that u en°tbing; and “ in order to secure this object I
Mr. Mur *S8ila'i be made public on the day of my death.”

gatroyd was sevonty-nino years of age.
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Correspondence.

THE BRADLAUGH-HOLYOAKE MATTER.

TO THE EDITOR OF “ THE FREETHINKER.”

Sir,—A marked copy of your issue of Feb. 11 has been
forwarded to me, in which | note that in your “ Acid Drops”
you give the Southport Guardian an advertisement, and
against all the ethics of journalism attack a paper when you
are finding fault with a signed article published in its
columns. The article to which you take exception was
signed with the initials of a contributor well known to our
readers ; indeed, we expressly mentioned him by name in an
editorial reference to the second portion of his article in our
issue of Jan. 31. Hence your remarks calling upon the
Southport Guardian to defend its honor by giving the name
of the writer are entirely beside the point, and in common
fairness ought to he withdrawn. Especially should this be
done in view of the fact that we have given equal publicity
to Mrs. Bradlaugh Bonner’s letter of repudiation, which we
inserted in our next issue immediately after its receipt. |
enclose marked copies herewith. e

[We insert this letter in full, as the fairest and most satisfactory
way of dealing with it. But we are really unable to understand
the writer’'s indignation. Not being a regular reader of his paper,
we could only judge by the marked copy sent us. It was impos-
sible for us to know that the author of the article we criticised so
severely was Mr. W. Ashton. We have now to ask who he is,
and by what right he claims to know of the alleged private inter-
view between Holyoake and Bradlaugh. For the rest, we cheer-
fully admit that the Southport Guardian promptly inserted Mrs.
Bradlaugh Bonner’s denial of this alleged interview. And we
are glad that it was our own action which led to this malicious
absurdity being so decisively refuted.—e aitor.]

A LIBEL ON MONTREAL.

TO THE EDITOR OF THE “ FREETHINKER.”

Sir,—| must enter a protest against the libel on Montreal,
by one who does not want his name published, in your issue
of January 7 | have been in Montreal twenty years, and |
can assure some of those who malign us that there is more real
liberty in Montreal than any other city of its size in Europe
or America. In the French Catholic section of the city a
large amusement resort is open every Sunday, summer and
winter. As a Freethinker, born and brought up a very
strict Presbyterian, | can assure my friend that I would
much prefer living in Montreal than in either Glasgow or
Toronto, for in both of these places my liberty would be
restricted on Sunday, which it is not in the French Catholic

end of Montreal. ﬁ' M
orman urray.

TESTING OUR GODS.

A poor man, in our day, has many gods foisted on him;
and big voices bid him, “ Worship, or be ----- 1” in amenacing
and confusing manner. What shall he do? By far the
greater part of said gods, current in tho public, whether
canonised by Pope or Populus, are mere dumb Apises and
beatified Prizo-oxen; nay some of them, who have articulate
faculty, are devils instead of gods. A poor man that would
save his soul alive is reduced to the sad necessity of sharply
trying his gods whether they are divine or not; which is a
terrible pass for mankind, and lays an awful problem upon
each man. The man must do it, however. At his own peril
he will have to do this problem too, which is one of the
awfulest; and his neighbors, all but a most select portion of
them, portion generally not clad in official tiaras, can be of
next to no help to him in it, nay rather will infinitely hinder
him in it, as matters go.— Carlyle, “ Latter-Day Pamphlets.”

O God, Lord God of thy priests, rise up now and show thy-
self God.

They cry out, thine elect, thine aspirants to heavenward,
whoso faith is as flame ;

0 thou the Lord God of our tyrants, they call thee, their
God, by their name.

By thy name that in hell-fire was written, and burned at the
point of thy sword,

Thou art smitten, thou God, thou art smitten ; thy death is
upon thee, O Lord.

And the love-song of earth as thou diest resounds through
the wind of her wings—

Glory to Man in the highest! for Man is the master of things.

- Swinburne, - Hymn of Man,"
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SUNDAY LECTURE NOTICES,

—_— e

etc.

Notices of Hectares, etc., must reach ns by first post on Tuesday
and be marked “ Lectnre Notice,” if not sent on postcard.

LONDON.

Camberwell Branch N.S. S. (North Camberwell Hall, 01 New
Chnrch-road): 3.15, H. E. Dodson, “ Open Letter to the Clergy
of all Denominations.”

W est Ham Branch N. S. S. (Liberal nail, Broadway, Forest
Gate, E.) : 7.30, F. A. Davies, “ God and Morality.”

COUNTRY.

F ailsworth Secular Sunday School
B. Grundy’s Concert Party.

Glasgow Branch N. S. S. (110 Brunswick-street) : Joseph
McCabe. 12 (noon), “ The remaining conflict of Science and
Religion ” ; 6.30, “ Our Prehistoric Ancestors, 11, The dawn of
Art and Religion,” with Lime-light Illustrations.

G lasgow R ationalist and E thical Association (319 Saucliiehall-
street) : 7, “ At Home.” Monday, Feb. 19, at 8, B. Il. Shaw,
“ Labor Representation.”

Liverpool Branch N.S.S. (Milton Hall, Daulhy-street) :
Mrs. H. Bradlaugli Bonner, 3, “ Morality Without Religion” ;
7, “ Religious Intolerance.”

Manchester Branch N. S. S. (Rusholme-road, Oxford-road, All
Saints’): 6.30, L. Marsden Walter, “ Esperanto,” the New Uni-
versal Language.

Newcastle Rationalist Literary and Derating Society
(Lockhart’'s Cathedral Cafe) : Thursday, Feb. 22, at 8, .T. W.
Wakinshaw, “ The Licensing Question.”

Forth Branch N.S.S. (Room, Town Hall, Forth):
E. T. Shea, * The Wherefore of Existence.”

South Shields (Captain Duncan’'s Navigation School, Market-
place) : 7.30, Business Meeting.

TRUE MORALITY:
Or, The Theory and Practice of Neo-Malthusianism,
lg, | BELIEVE,

THE BEST BOOK
ON THIS SUBJECT.

Superfine Large-paper Edition, 176 page», with Pot trait and Auto-
graph, hound in cloth, gilt-lettered, postfree 1». a copy.

(Polo-lane): G.30, F.

6.30,

In order that it may have a large circulation, and to bring it
within the reach of the poor, | have issued
A POPULAR EDITION IN PAPER COVERS.
A copy of this edition po3t free for 2d. A dozen copies, for dis-
tribution, post free for one shilling.

The National Reformer of September 4, 1892, says: “ Mr.
Holmes's pamphlet...... is an almost unexceptional statement
of the Neo-Malthusianism theory and practice...... and through-
out appeals to moral feeling...... The special value of Mr.
Holmes's service to tho Neo-Malthusian cause and to human
well-being generally B just his combination in his pamphlet
of a plain statement of the physical and moral need for family
limitation, with a plain account of the means by which it can be
secured, and an offer to all concerned of tho requisites at the
lowest possible prices.”

The Council of the Malthusian League, Dr. Drysdalo, Dr.
Allbutt, and others, have also spoken of it in very high terms.
Order» should be sent to the author,

J. R HOLMES, EAST HANNEY, WANTAGE.

A BARGAIN.

THE EVOLUTION OF MAN.

Professor ERNST HAECKEL.
Author of “ The Riddle of the Universe.”

A Popular Exposition, with many Platos, Diagrams,
and Illustrations. 1,027 pages. Two volumes.
Well Bound. Recently sold at

THIRTY-TWO SHILLINGS.
Price Now

HALF A GUINEA.

Carriage Paid.

The Pioneer Press, 2 Newcastle-street, Farringdon-street, E.C

OFFERS WANTED for nineteen vols. of th.
W National Reformer and four vols. of the Secular Review, a
half bound. Purchasers will help a Freethinker.—Apply to D
c/o Secretary, 2 Newcastle-street, Farringdon-street, E G.
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12th ANNUAL WINTER SALE.
PARCELS 21S. CARR. PAID.
SOLD FOR CASH WITH ORDER ONLY.
Every Lot is Worth at Least 35s.

Lot 1. One Gent.'s Lounge Suit, any color. Give chest and

inside leg measure, state height and weight.

,» 2. One Lady's Costume, with long Sac Coat, any color.
Self-measurement form freo.

,» 3. One Gent.'s Suit Length, Tweed or Serge, and ono
Lady’s Costume length of good material.

., 4. One Gent.’s Overcoat, any color, and one Umbrella.

,» 5. OneLady’sMackintoshandoneGold-mountedUmbrella.

6. One pair Lady’'s Boots, one Fashionable Fur, one

Umbrella, one Blouse, and 1 Ib. Tea.

. 1. 50vyds. splendid Flannelette and four different designs.

,» 8. 24 yds. double-width Dress Remnants for children’s
dresses.

» 9. 15yds. Suiting for hoy’s suits.

10. 10 lbs. finest Tea, 2 Ibs. Cocoa, 2 Ibs. Coffee.

» 11. One pair Pure Wool Blankets, .one pair large Bed
Sheets, one beautiful Quilt, one set Pillow Cases, one
pair Curtains, one tin of Tea, one tin of Cocoa, ono tin
of Coffee, one parcel of Literature.

., 12, Two Boy’s Suits, two pairs Boy's Boots, up to 10 years
old.

., 13. One pair Gent.’s Sunday Boots, one pair Lady’s Sunday
Boots, one Gent.’s Umbrella, one Lady’'s Umbrella.

., 14. One Boy’'s Overcoat, ono Boy's Suit, one pair Boy's
Sunday Boots.

,, 15. Two Gent.'s Wool Undervests, two pairs Pants, two
best Wool Shirts.

,, 16. One Suit Length, 3J yds. finest material, Worsted,
Vicuna, Serge or Tweed, any color.

., 17. One Dress Length, one pair best Sunday Boots, and one
Gold-mounted Umbrella.

., 18. Four Trousers Lengths, all different, exceptionally
fine goods.

,» 19. One fine bleached Tablecloth, one pair Dining-room
Curtains, two pairs Bed-room Curtains.

. 20. Ono parcel of Oddments, anything you care to name.

AS BEFORE,
We will return your money in full and allow you to keep the goods ij

you are not ten times more than satisfied.

J,W. GOTT, 2 and 4 Union Street, Bradford

INTERNATIONAL FREETHOUGHT CONGRESS.

A Photograph of tho National Socular Society’s
Delegates taken beneath tho Voltaire Statue
in Paris, September, 1905.

Well Mounted for Framing, 15 by 20 ins.

ONLY A LIMITED NUMBER OF COPIES.

Price HALF-A-CROWN.

(Securely Packed and Post Free)
From—

The Secretary, N.S.S., 2 Newcabtle-St., EC-

Thwaites’ Liver Pills.
The Best Family Medicine in the World.

Will cure Liver, Kidney, and all Stomach Diseases effectually:

Good for Heart Troubles and Cardiac Complaints, Femalo
Ailments, Anaemia.

Is. lIjd. and 2s. 9d. per Box.
Post freo 14 or 33 stamps. Directions with each box.

G. THWAITES, Herbalist,
2, Church Row, Stockton-on-Tees, and
24, Linthorpe Road, Middlesbrough.
TNWAITES’ LIVER PILLS are not Sugar-coated or got up
deceive, nor factory made, but are made from Herbs by a Herbal'g
of nearly 40 years’ experience in curing disease with Herbs a""
preparations from them.

The Balls Pond Secular Hall Society, Limited*

(In Liquidation.)
Incorporated under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act»-

Notice is hereby given that all persons having Claims agai«®
the above Society, and all holders of Fully-paid Shares, al
required to forward particulars of their Claims to E. J. Lark™
112a, Hoe street, Walthamstow, Essex, on or before the 10th "W
of May, 1900, and in default thereof will be excluded from
benefit of any distribution which tho Liquidators shall make
those persons who have then proved their debts or claims.
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SECULAR SOCIETY,

(LIMITED)
Company Limited by Guarantee.
Registered Office—2 NEWCASTLE STREET, LONDON, E.C.
Chairman of Board of Directors—Me. G. W. FOOTE.
Secretary—E. M. VANCE (Miss).

This Society was formed in 1898 to afford legal security to the
ao™Biti°n and application of funds for Secular purposes.

The Memorandum of Association sets forth that the Society’s
~hjects are :—To promote the principle that human conduct
sherald be based upon natural knowledge, and not upon super-
natural belief, and that human welfare in this world is the proper
snd of all thought and action. To promote freedom of inquiry,
j Promote universal Secular Education. To promote the com-
plete secularisation of the State, etc., etc. And to do all such
awful things as are conducive to such objects. Also to have,
nola, receive, and retain any sums of money paid, given, devised,
or bequeathed by any person, and to employ the same for any of
wo purposes of the Society.

The liability of members is limited to £1, in case the Society
pOonld ever be wound up and the assets were insufficient to cover
"abilities—a most unlikely contingency.

Members pay an entrance fee of ton shillings, and a subsequent
yearly subscription of five shillings.

The Society has a considerable number of members, but a much
afger number is desirable, and it is hoped that some will be
gained amongst those who read this announcement. All who join
i; Participate in the control of its business and the trusteeship of

sresources. It is expressly provided in the Articles of Associa-
jon that no member, as such, shall derive any sort of profit from

o0 Society, either by way of dividend, bonus, or interest, or in

ny way whatever.

The Society’s affairs are managed by an elected Board of

‘rectors, consisting of not less than five and not more than
welve members, one-third of whom retire (by ballot) each year,

THE BIBLE

but are capable of re-election. An Annual General Meeting of
members must be held in London, to receive the Report, elect
new Directors, and transact any other business that may arise.

Being a duly registered body, the Secular Society, Limited,
can receive donations and bequests with absolute security.
Those who are in a position to do so are invited to make
donations, or to insert a bequest in the Society’s favor in their
wills. On this point there need not be the slightest apprehension.
It is quite impossible to set aside such bequests. The executors
have no optioh but to pay them over in the ordinary course of
administration. No objection of any kind has been raised in
connection with any of the wills by which the Society has
already been benefited.

The Society’s solicitors are Messrs. Harper and Battcock, 23
Rood-lane, Fenchurch-street, London, E.C.

A Form of Bequest.—The following is a sufficient form of
bequest for insertion in the wills of testators:—“ | give and
“ bequeath to the Secular Society, Limited, the sum of £------
“ free from Legacy Duty, and | direct that a receipt signed by
“ two members of the Board of the said Society and the Secretary
“ thereof shall be a good discharge to my Executors for the
“ said Legacy.”

Friends of the Society who have remembered it in their wills,
or who intend to do so, should formally notify the Secretary of
the fact, or send a privato intimation to the Chairman, who will
(if desired) treat it as strictly confidential. This is not necessary,
but it is advisable, as wills sometimes get lost or mislaid, and
their contents have to be established by competent testimony.

HANDBOOK

FOR

FREETHINKERS AND

INQUIRING CHRISTIANS

EDITED BY

G. W. FOOTE anad W. P. BALL

A New Edition, Revised, and Handsomely Printed
CONTENTS:
Part |.—Bible Contradictions. Part 1l.—Bible Absurdities. Part 111.—Bible Atrocities.

Part 1Y.—Bible Immoralities, Indecencies, Obscenities, Broken Promises, and Unfulfilled Prophecies.

Th
ivholc, bound in one volume, Is. Od.;

¢ above four useful parts, convenient for the pocket, may be had separately, FOURRENCE Each, or the
Best Edition, bound in cloth, 2s. Gd.

» . “ This is a volume which we strongly commond to all interested in the study of the Judaic-Christian Scripturos.
1>sedited by G. W. Foote and W. P. Ball, and Published by the Frcothought Publishing Company, 2 Nowcastle-street,

'arringdon-street, London, E.C., price lIs. fid.
*egarding unless lio has studiod this remarkablo volume.

Pecial valuo as an aid to the exposition of the Christian religion from a thoughtful and critical standpoint.
Since 1888 it has been the standard volume of the subject with which it deals,

Perfect army Of facts and comparisons.

Indeed, wo cannot conceive any Christian as having a faith worth
Teachers in Sunday and elementary schools will find it of

Itis a

its popularity is ompbasisod by tho fact that the public have demanded a now edition.”—Ilieynolds's Newspaper.

Under the Ban of the London County Council.

THE POPULAR EDITION
(Revised and Enlarged)

“BIBLE ROMANCES”

G, W, FOOTE
With a Portrait of the Author

GXceptj™” ?71*'8 Newspaper says:—*“ Mr. G. W. Foote, chairman of the Secular Society, is well known as a man of

enjar ability.

His Bible Romances have had a large sale in the original edition.

A popular, revised, and

8trCc™ 5 °dition, at tho prico of fid.,, has now been published by tho Pioneer Press, 2 Nowcastlo-stroot, Farringdon-

of tQQi ‘,oudon, for tho Secular Society.
orn opinion aro being placed from day to day.”

144 Large Double-Column Pages,

Thus, within tho reach of almost overyono, tho ripest thought of tho loaders

Good Print, Good Paper

SIXPENCE —NET

(Post Free, 8d)

TIIE PIONEER PRESS 2

NEWCASTLE STREET,

FARRINGDON STREET, LONDON, E.C.
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A WONDERFUL BARGAIN.

THE RIGHTS OF MAN

THOMAS PAINE,

Well Printed on Good Paper, 164 pages,
WITH A BIOGRAPHY OF PAINE BY J. M. WHEELER.

PRICE SIXPENCE.

Post Free, EIGHTPENCE.
THE PIONEER PRESS, 2 NEWCASTLE STREET, FARRINGDON STREET, LONDON, E C
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