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The assertion that the profession of a false religion 
does no harm,—or though harmful is unimportant and 

at one can therefore disseminate enlightenment with- 
destroying religious deception, is quite untrue.

— T o l s t o y .

Loss and Gain.
I — '—
on this is the last article I shall have to write 
gonfl "  ktasphemy ” prosecution. I have written a 
that nPon it already, but it does seem right 
in E aS e^^or of the only weekly Freethought paper 
Soo'D̂ an^’ a 8̂0 as President of the National Secular 
Phem » and further as an ex-prisoner for “ blas- 
who, t should give a final look backward over the 
In d 6- Case and try to reckon up the loss and gain. 
read°lnt> this I shall not be too formal. I want my 
and ^  along with me to the end, interested
thin 6Ft’ aQd Yvliat I have to say must have some- 

8 °f the fluctuant variety of life itself.

Readers will not be surprised to learn that I 
Cent°u j the whole of the “ blasphemy ” trial at the 
l 0 gorai Criminal Court, including the hours between 
^nsti an^ 3.0n Saturday, during which time Mr. 
Ua 00 Phillimore was applying the rack to Mr. 
" 8UfJ ;P°ulter in order to induce him to give a 
* 0 0* nt ’’ undertaking. Perhaps, therefore, they 

7. bbe me to say a little about the trial itself, 
a .• rst as to the jury. It did not look as promising 
c°Qrs  ̂raS one beb3re ^  or one after it. Of 
accid6 f ^o n 8 u ggest that this was anything but an 
piQg en®.! I only say it was very fortunate for the 
iadiff io11, Some of the jury may have been 
Par« renfcists* but on that occasion, and for that 
c , V h° i  were probably all Christians. They 
^etu— U8ua  ̂ °ath, so there was no Jew amongst 
the R a  ̂ ^ast. no orthodox Jew. And, in spite of 
*oticieri0.U8ne88 b̂e 8^uation, I could not help 
box bumor- Twelve Christians in a jury-
actj'nJ16 ^ bri8tian on the bench, and one Christian 
them® aa counsel for the prosecution— fourteen of 
P°or ^  ''°8GIber— were assembled to try a solitary 
treatin ree b̂jnker for “ blasphemy ”— that is, for 
lhere  ̂ own faith with insufficient respect.
ftjen . ^ GrG also three Christian witnesses, all police- 
oq a ncmding Chief-Inspector Jenkins, who carries 
theS08° r  ̂ mission of his own in North London. 
^reetv,-SeiVGn̂ een Christians, all helping to try one 
hu8jn lnaer for offending their faith, took their 
spirit S8f V° r^ gravely. Nothing but the bitter 
keep j .? .  Persecution could have enabled them to 
bt>tUor Glr ^aces. Had they possessed a sense of 
oharacl ° r glyeu way to it so far as to see the real 
Mi the f6r ^he situation, they would have laughed 
to gQ arce and told the “ blasphemer ” in the dock 
®Ven in 0,t? e ^°. ^ruuer with his trembling wife, or 
*bg resfVlte^ to dine with them at a neighbor-
Whâ  aurant. Oh that blessed sense of humor! 
^erG 0Q, Afferent world we should be living in if it 
^Uld a'7 more common ! Bigotry and persecution 
Mjd on/6 a natural death. No man who saw a joke, 
^*eUds f could ever sit with sixteen pious

1 > 8 8 7  °  ^  another man for criticising their

common faith in an “  offensive ” manner. Seven
teen butchers might as well try a sheep for offensive 
vegetarianism.

II.
The police evidence was not challenged. Mr. 

Atherley-Jones, K.C., elicited from Chief-Inspector 
Jenkins that Mr. Boulter had been lecturing at 
Highbury Corner for nearly two years without the 
slightest disorder at any of his meetings, which dis
posed of the plea that his lectures were calculated 
to cause a breach of the peace. Mr. Boulter flatly 
denies having said some of the things attributed to 
him, exactly as the police allege, but his denial would 
have been useless in the teeth of three police wit
nesses, backed up by a shorthand notebook. Per
sonally I thought that most of the evidence Mr. 
Boulter would have given might have been extracted 
from the police witnesses in cross-examination, but 
counsel thought otherwise, and as they were con
ducting the defence I had to bow to their decision. 
Mr. Atherley-Jones thought that everything depended 
on the appeal to the jury. An acquittal was ex
tremely improbable; the utmost we could hope for 
was a juryman or two causing a disagreement. It is 
easy to be wiBe after the event, but there was such a 
lot to be said for our counsel’s view beforehand. He 
made a powerful speech in a difficult situation, as my 
readers will see next week, when the verbatim report 
of his address to the jury appears in these columns. 
Ones proof of the power of his speech was the 
fidgeting of Mr. Justice Phillimore during its de
livery. His lordship seemed on thorns all the time. 
He let himself loose upon the jury the very moment 
that Mr. Atherley-Jones finished. His drawing-room 
voice v>as full of satirical sneers at our counsel’s 
expense. His lordship took the case into his own 
hands. Not in express words, but in tones, looks, and 
gestures, he invited the jury to return a verdict of 
“ Guilty.” I am told that he frequently adopts this 
attitude on the bench. Had he remained neutral 
there might have been no verdict through the 
jury disagreeing, and I fancy he would have 
regarded that as a calamity. He did his part of the 
business very cleverly, but he did not Bucceed in con
cealing his object, and his Christian homily from the 
bench to the Freethinker in the dock was in keeping 
with all he had said and done before.

III.
As the judge began— “ Harry Boulter,” after the 

verdict of “ Guilty,” my mind went back to that 
Monday night at the Old Bailey, twenty-five years 
before, when I stood up, with a full knowledge of 
what was coming and heard Judge North say 
“ George William Foote.” The whole scene from 
that long past flashed across my mind in a 
second. I saw the crowded, excited court ; 
I heard, and I despised, the cold malice in 
the judge’s voice ; I half saw myself as I 
confronted him with a face that answered his 
challenge and was calmer than his own ; for I was 
filled then, and in prison afterwards, with a high 
and even gay disdain of the bigots who had me in 
their toils— and I knew what George Fox meant, in 
spite of his theological language, when he said that 
God lifted him up above his persecutors and they 
were as dead men under his feet. But that flashing 
picture did not last as long as I have taken to describe



114 THE FREETHINKER February 28, 1908

it. I never lost a word of what Mr. Justice Philli- 
more was saying. I noticed his changed tone of 
voice, and I saw in a moment what was going to 
happen. He had got his verdict of “ Guilty,’’ but he 
hesitated to sentence the “ blasphemer.” And that 
very fact showed what a change had taken place in 
twenty-five years.

IV.
Mr. Justice Phillimore “ humbly hoped” that Mr, 

Boulter might become a Christian again, and if the 
prisoner would climb down the judge wouldn’t shoot. 
But there was no such hesitancy about Mr. Justice 
North. He hissed out the words :—

“  George William Foote, you have been found Guilty 
by the jury of publishing these blasphemous libels. 
This trial has been to me a very painful one. I  regret 
extremely to find a person of your undoubted intelli
gence, a man gifted by God with such great ability, 
should have chosen to prostitute his talents to the 
service of the Devil. The sentence I now pass upon 
you is one of imprisonment for twelve calendar months.” 

No such monstrous language fell from the lips of Mr. 
Justice Phillimore. It was a change, a great change, 
and it marks a quarter of a century’s progress.

V .
Now I come to a point of vast importance. I 

differed in our consultations from both solicitor and 
counsel in one respect. They held that the law of 
blasphemy was really what it used to be before 1888, 
and that if the old law had become obsolete the 
offence of “ blasphemy ” had ceased to exist. I 
agreed with them as a matter of logic, but not as a 
matter of fact. Those who remember my contro
versy with George Jacob Holyoake, not very long 
before his death, will recollect how firmly I argued 
that the Secular Society, Limited, which I devised 
(and which the Rationalists copied) was perfectly 
secure. My starting-point was Lord Chief Justice 
Coleridge’s summing-up at my third trial (for I was 
tried no less than three times) in 1883. He laid it 
down as the law then, whatever it had been before, 
that— “ If the decencies of controversy are observed, 
even the fundamentals of religion may be attacked 
without a person being guilty of blasphemous libel.” 
That one sentence gave me the key to a legal frustration 
of the Blasphemy Laws from a financial point of view. 
I asked consulting counsel, I asked the late Dr. 
Hunter “ Would any judge, on his own responsibility, 
go behind that dictum of Lord Chief Justice 
Coleridge ? ” They had to answer, however re
luctantly, “ No.” “ Very well then,” I said, “ that is 
the rock on which I propose to build.” The result 
was the Secular Society, Limited, which has secured 
thousands of pounds (through wills) for the Free- 
thought movement, which would otherwise have been 
lost. And now we see Mr. Justice Phillimore 
accepting Lord Chief Justice Coleridge’s dictum, and 
even going beyond i t ; for he released a convicted 
“ blasphemer” on his undertaking to abstain, not 
from attacking Christianity, but from the use of 
“ shocking” language in doing so. “ A man is free,” 
Mr. Justice Phillimore says, “ to think and to say 
and to teach that which he believes about religious 
matters.” Lord Coleridge provided the rock on 
which I built the Secular Society, Limited; and Mr. 
Justice Phillimore declares that this rock is immo
vable and indestructible. So far, then, the new 
“ blasphemy ” trial is a great victory for Free- 
thought.

VI.
But while I have held that we are perfectly safe, 

collectively and financially, I have also held that we 
are not safe individually and personally. This is 
one of the anomalies of a changing order of things. 
And it is by no means to be neglected. It furnishes 
an excellent reason for the repeal of the Blasphemy 
Laws. None of us are safe until that is effected. 
Even the superfine, respectable Freethinkers are not 
safe— unless they are innoxious enough to be useless ; 
in which case they will always enjoy the safety 
which results from contemptuous indifference on the 
part of “ the enemy.” Blasphemy, in spite of the 
language of indiotments, is now laid down to consist

in the manner and not in the matter. If you attack 
Christianity you must do it in a way that Christians 
will not resent. Now this is a law against wit in 
favor of pedantry; a law against the bright-minded 
favor of dullards. You may attack Christianity with 
argument hut not with ridicule. But ridicule is an argu
ment. It is the reductio ad absurdum. It is employe 
by Euclid himself, who often ends a demonstration 
with the words “ which is absurd.” Moreover, it lS 
only in regard to religion that controversy is regU' 
lated by law ; and the regulation is only appli00 
to Freethinkers. Christians may be as vulgar 
and offensive as they please; it is only the 
Freethinkers who must mind their “ P ’s ” and “ Q’8, 
For this very reason the late Mr. Justice Stepb00 
said that every law of blasphemy rests upon 
“ the principle of persecution.” “ If the law,” b0 
said, “ were really impartial, and punished blas
phemy only because it offends the feelings of 
believers, it ought also to punish such preachioS 
as offends the feelings of unbelievers.” Mr. Justice 
Stephen also pointed out that a law which says tha* 
you may discuss religion but may not ridicule i*> 
takes away with one hand what it gives with the 
other, and tends to “ confine the discussion to ® 
small and in many ways uninfluential class of 
persons.” I know that these uninfluential persons 
regard themselves as extremely influential; it is a 
way they have— but they are mistaken. I appeal to 
the verdict of history.

The upshot is, that Incorporated Societies, such 08 
the Secular Society, Limited, are perfectly secure! 
and that the Blasphemy Laws are still a menace t® 
individual propagandists. This has been my publicly 
expressed view for the last twelve years, and I invit0 
those who differ from me, sometimes rather malic1' 
ously, to take note of the fact. I am liable to b0 
mistaken, as other men are ; but I differ from many 
other men in taking the trouble to think (as far as 1 
can) all round a matter I want to deal with.

G. w. Foote-

God and E vil.-III.

[Concluded from p. .9.9.)
T h e r e  is a story of a lawyer who, in defending b10 
client charged with stealing a watch, said he wool“ 
prove, first, that his client bought the watch 
question, and paid for i t ; second, that if he did ooi 
pay for it he intended to, and, third, that ho nev0’; 
had a watch in his possession during the whole,0 
his life. Dr. Warschauer’s defence of his DbM  
reminds one of this plea. His first apology for e,vl 
is that it is part of God’s “ purpose ” of edncati°£ 
man ; his second, that disaster is due to man’s w»01 

and his third that “ there is 
_ _ . nothing corresponding to so-call00

special Providence, in these sad cases of disas*e‘ 
which are duo to the unfailing action of natnr® 
law.” So that there is a “ purpose ” which does 
get itself realised, or which is not co-extensive wi"0 
nature, but merely covers that portion which co03 
mends itself to our approval. It apparently ncv° 
occurs to Dr. Warschauer that if there really is alJ/  
“ purpose ” in nature, and this “ purpose” is the o0t' 
come of a deity who is also a creator, his plan ru°? 
cover everything. Nothing can exist that is outs*00

of intelligence, 
special purpose

its scope. For if the disasters in life are _
of deity, why not the benefits ? When a man bl°° 
ders out of the customary path, and discovers so100 
thing beneficial, Dr. Warschauer says that wo 
here an illustration of the divine method of edfl°9' 
tion. When another steps aside from the reg«la0 
road and causes a collision, an explosion, or so30,, 
other disaster, he says there is no “ special purpo00 j 
in this, it is only an illustration of man’s wa*3̂  
intelligence, or disobedience to natural law. 0 °
I win, tails you lose! An old game with the tb0  ̂
logian, although it is here propounded as a profo°° 
philosophical discovery. . |

Having evaded one criticism by denying “ speCl0f 
purpose” to one set of events, Dr. Warsob0,0
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Meets another criticism by reminding a corres
pondent that—

“ The orderly sequences which we call laws of nature 
represent simply the will of God in the physical uni
verse ; they are neither independent of God, nor are 
they arbitrarily imposed from outside. To interfere 
with the natural order would be for God to alter his 
mind, to correct some mistake, or prevent the super
vening of some unforesenn circumstance.”

So that, after all, everything that transpires is part of 
the original plan. Nothing is unforeseen. Nothing 
’■s independent of God. The laws of nature repre
sent the will of God, and everything that transpires 
19 in accordance with his will ; part of the foreseen 
consequences of the God-made natural order. Where, 
then, is the injustice of making God responsible for
all that, --- occurs? Why should we not blame him for

Gs® disasters that fall indiscriminately upon good
iaa had, wise and foolish, the careful and the less ? care-

'vvitfT' ^ ars°hAuer replies that to expect interference 
kig natural laws is not only to expect God to change 
tha min(̂ 7 ~which would certainly be more worthy 
./p e r s is tin g  in a settled course after its badness 
a Q h0ea made apparent— but it would be to expect 
!,[imiracle, or a constant series of miracles. But in 

Seri°usness, what, a priori, objection can a Theist 
o f'0 °̂. Miracles ? If he can believe in the miracle 
a sPe.clal creation, it is surely betraying a fastidious 
Hat to reject miracles in the aftercourse of 
int'n-0’ Of course, miracles do not occur, and no 
But t ently e^ucate^ person expects them to occur, 
iusf.fl ar“ e fact of their non-occurrence as a 
act" eâ i°n God’s not continuously checking the 
tho°U f°rces ho created, so as to prevent

CauB*nS unmerited injury, is anything but 
ron. reasoulng* The criticism is that the occur- 
(¡v .6 °f disaster and unmerited suffering proves 
Go's watchfulnes8, the wisdom, and the love of 
‘lid -Ì\rG âc^ln8' ^o this the reply is made that if God 
it . 1 .rfere it would involve a miracle. Well, call 
wih 1ja*racle> °r call it by some other name, as you 
gibl’ ni rema!ns that on the lines of an intelli- 
lja , e theism wo are justified in expecting things to 

^ etter ordered than is actually the case, 
tko ^aiU comos the reply that if miracles did occur 
so- ^ sult would be “ universal uncertainty.” Not 

._ the presence and care of God were made
in

ren*1^ 80 ^ a t  the glaring injustices of nature were 
* « d ,  this would take its place as part of the 

^ 1 ^ 1  order of events. If health and good habits 
hah^f'7018 c°Mmunicablo, while disease and bad 
thi lta Wero not, I do not know that anyone or any- 
aron  ̂ Would suffer thereby. Of course, as things 
thi’ . con,3ition of the communicability of good 
i3 n^s 1® the communicability of bad ones; but this 
in °t a Moral justification, only a proof of the absolute 
ity ^ ‘ tiveness of nature to human welfare, and fals- 
^  fho Thei tic position. Natural law, says Dr. 
is erscaauor, represents the only basis on which life 
Uq,]701' P°S8ible. But this, again, is only saying that, 
ues °r Present conditions, every gain in life or happi
n g  , s f °  be heavily paid for. No one disputes 
\Yj8" /h o  criticism takes the shape of the question, 

s‘j0uld this be so ? And to answer, it is so, is 
Dej.r f°Hy. Dr. Warschauer presents us with a 
pow^ ' ^ om, he says, possesses love and wisdom and 
'vho°r ln. highest degree, who created the world, 
p0;iaaQ V/fH is seen in “ natural law,” and whose pur- 
poi f rana right through nature. And when it is 
°ls<) 6 v -O0k ^hat Gio facts fl° nob fit the theory, or 
I n h i b i t  the character of God in an unlovely 
beije’ replies that this is his way, and we must 
u8 it -° i, ff°°d, even though our reason assures
at tp 8 , e reverse ! On which one can only marvel 
avePn° 6^pifying influence of religious beliefs on the 

Fol^° . man intelligence.
seqy ° Wlng< comes the inept remark that the con- 
< ninG-  of sin are so many warnings. But a 
tbe c n >̂ be thorough, should precede, not follow, 
it cie n'Mct that is punishable. God does not make 

ar that certain actions will bring punishment,

he lies in wait to punish at the first opportunity. 
Disease and disaster come, and only then do we 
begin to look round and try to discover how they 
have been produced. And then only in a few cases 
can we trace them to their causes and take effective 
steps to prevent their recurrence. With the best 
intentions in the world we go wrong, and must go 
wrong, in order to find out what is right. The race 
has no other method of learning, save by experiment, 
and experiment, in the very nature of things, spells 
danger and disaster for the pioneers. And then we 
are told that the consequences of sin are so many 
warnings. Human justice warns, and human justice 
takes into account in meting out punishment, the 
ignorance of the transgressor. “ Divine justice” 
waits until the action is committed before the 
punishment is announced, and then the conse
quences are the same whether the “ law ” be trans
gressed in complete ignorance or with a full know
ledge of the consequences.

God’s sentences, we are told, are not inflicted 
“ by way of avenging his offended majesty, but as 
a stern argument whose meaning the transgressor 
cannot mistake; while, at the same time, his punish
ment may act upon others as a deterrent from the 
like courses.” The first portion of this statement 
is untrue, and the latter is only true in a very 
limited sense. Let us take, as an instance, the 
sufferings that attend childhood— measles, croup, 
chicken-pox, scarlet-fever, and other ills. Will 
anyone say these are in the nature of a “ stern 
argument ” whose meaning cannot be mistaken ? 
.Does a child know why it suffers, or does it gain 
any substantial benefit from its suffering ? Clearly 
it does not; from Dr. Warschauer’s point of view, 
its sufferings are wholly gratuitous. Moreover, with 
certain diseases, as chicken-pox, against which, 
because it does not kill, there is no protection in 
the shape of increased immunity, children are 
afflicted, generation after generation, apparently in 
sheer wantonness, and without the least possible 
benefit to anyone concerned.

Or take adults instead of children. Even here it 
is so far from true that the message cann it be mis
taken, that in the majority of cases people do 
actually wonder how on earth they contracted a 
disease, and are quite in the dark as to xohy they 
have it. While I write there comes to hand a report 
that in certain housos in Paris, year after year, there 
is an abnormally high percentage of cases of con
sumption. The houses are simply death-traps for all 
who have lived therein. Now, what was the meaning 
of this “ messnge” ? or can anyone say that its 
meaning could nob be mistaken ? Did the tenants, 
year after year, take these housos knowing that they 
would, in a large number of cases, contract consump
tion ? Whether they did or did not, how can any
one in their senses say that the message was effec
tive? It is not even quite true that the “ message ” 
deters others. Have the consequences of evil-living 
prevented others leading evil lives. People have 
robbed and cheated and lied, and, far from it acting 
as a deterrent, others have imitated them undor the 
impression that here was a short cut to prosperity. 
Why, the great topic of men of Dr. Warschauor’s 
profession is that evil, instead of repelling, operates 
as a fatal attraction to others. The seductiveness of 
vice and the repellent austerity of virtue— superficial 
though those features may he— have been the con
stant theme of moralist and preacher.

These are obvious truths, and yet Dr. Warschauer, 
like other Theists, is blind to their existence. Prob
ably, only while he is pleading the Theistic case. In 
other matters I should expect to find him as alive to 
facts as others are. But it is one of the fatal influ
ences of religious beliefs that it acts liko a drug upon 
the mind, saps it of its effectiveness, and loads 
believers to reason in a manner that they would be the 
first to smile at if used by others, and on a different 
subject. That Dr. Warschauer will face the criticism 
I have offered, I have not the remotest hope. He 
will probably continue, as hitherto, repeating all Che 
old philosophical and scientific absurdities to people
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who already believe in the position he is upholding. 
Such people may find him useful in removing their 
“ difficulties,” for the reason that they are in the 
nature of questions submitted by pupils in the con
fidence that they will be enabled to marvel at the 
dexterity of their teacher’s answers. Others know 
what a shallow game of make-belief the whole thing is. 
There is little real genuineness in the questions, and 
there is no real life in the answers. For when all is 
said and done, it remains true that the belief in God 
is nothing but a survival from the intellectual life 
of the primitive savage, reminding us, like the rudi
mentary organs of our physical structure, of the low 
condition in which the race began. A primitive 
delusion resting upon ignorance and perpetuated by 
folly and fraud sums up the whole story of the God- 
idea. And when that is said, all is said. Everything 
else is by way of illustration and comment.

C. Co h e n .

A Pernicious Misconception.

Christian  teachers are continually making extra
vagant assertions which are incapable of justification 
on any ground whatever. In the pulpit, particularly, 
many of them seem tt> throw conscience to the wind, 
and revel in wild, irresponsible utterances, which are 
the very opposite of true. It is their profession, of 
course, to eulogise the Christian religion, to expatiate 
on its absolute perfections, to exalt it above all other 
religions, and to persuade people to accept it as the 
only infallible remedy for all our human maladies. 
That is their supreme business in life, and their 
devotion to it is often so complete as to obscure and 
pervert their moral vision. Here is a well-known 
saying attributed to Jesus : “ A man’s life consisteth 
not in the abundance of the things which he posses- 
seth.” Well, that saying, according to the Rev. 
Canon Hensley Henson, presents us with the Chris
tian ideal of life. “ Self-respect and contentment, 
the pledges of individual morality and social security,” 
the Canon says, “ are bound up in the acceptance of 
that truth.” One is glad to discover that the 
reverend gentleman does not claim originality for 
the sayings ascribed to Jesus. He even admits that 
“ the superiority of the moral over the material, the 
great truth that man’s self is truly spiritual, that 
his genuine life is independent of his possessions, is 
the postulate of all religious teachers, nay, of all 
self-respecting men.” So far so good; but here 
comes something that is distinctly not good, but 
positively had, being wholly false. Speaking of the 
saying just quoted, Canon Henson says:—

“  Secularism is its precise and categorical contradic
tion. In the circumstances of human life, this truth is 
not able to hold its ground in men’s minds apart from 
religion ; and religion means for us, for all to whom the 
message of Christ has once effectively come, Chris
tianity.”

We have no hesitation whatever in challenging Canon 
Henson to make good that astounding assertion. Wo 
defy him to submit a single quotation from the 
teaching of accredited Secularists in which posses
sions are held to be of greater value than character. 
If he cannot prove his charge, will he be honest 
enough to withdraw it in as public a manner as he 
preferred it ? Secularism is not the glorification of 
riches and the depreciation of virtue, but the direct 
reverse.

The preacher is equally mistaken in the statement 
that character cannot hold its ground apart from 
religion, by which he means Christianity. In dis
cussing this point two facts must be kept in mind. 
The first is, that Christianity has not been “ morally 
effective.” Surely, the Canon is not reckless enough 
to affirm in cold blood that it ever has been or is now 
“  morally effective ” in Christendom. Can he con
scientiously say that, from a moral point of view, 
London, Paris, Berlin, or New York is much superior 
to ancient Rome in its best pre-Christian days ? He 
may triumphantly fling Juvenal’s Satires and Martial’s

Epigrams at us, and cry, “ See there!” Well, with 
equal triumph we point to the works of Tacitus, 
Suetonius, and the younger Pliny, and say to the 
Canon, “ Look on this picture as well as on that, ana 
come to an unbiased judgment.” When we reflect 
that a modern Juvenai could attack the crime, vice» 
and folly of to-day’s London in language quite as 
bitter and violent as that employed by the ancient 
Juvenal when he lashed the Romans, we cannot po0- 
sibly escape the conclusion that Christianity has not 
been “ morally effective.”

The other fact to be pondered is that some of the 
best characters of which the world can boast have 
been produced “ apart from religion.” John Stuart 
Mill is a notable case in point. That he was an 
eminently beautiful and noble personality is beyond 
controversy ; but all who are familiar with his history 
are aware that religion had absolutely no share in 
the formation of his character. As a matter of fact, 
religion was rigidly excluded from his entire educa
tion. What is there “ in the circumstances of human 
life ” that renders it impossible to form the very best 
character “ apart from religion ” ? Why should 
Secularists idolise wealth and despise virtue ? Or 
what is there to prevent their living thoroughly good 
lives ? Canon Henson omits to tell us because h0 
cannot. He contents himself with naked dog
matism.

The Gospels represent Jesus as a positive hater of 
possessions. He sternly insisted upon poverty as a 
condition of entrance into the kingdom of heaven- 
He laid his curse on riches, and solemnly declared 
that the rich could not be his disciples. “ Blessed 
are ye poor,” he said, “ for yours is the kingdom of 
God” ; “ it is easier for a camel to go through a 
needle’s eye than for a rich man to enter into tb0 
kingdom of God.” On this subject Canon Henson i0 
not in agreement with his Lord. “ I am far from 
thinking,” he says, “ that Christianity is opposed to 
a reasonable concern for secular well-being.” T° 
him, then, Christianity is something essentially 
different from the teaching of Christ. “ I am quit0 
sure,” he continues, “ that Christianity, rightly under- 
stood [the italics are ours], blesses and inspires every 
effort which vindicates self-respect and sweeps from 
society customs and conditions which depress and 
degrade human nature.” This may be good sense, 
but it is not Christianity as taught in the Now Tes
tament. In the Holy Book, Christians are called 
upon to become crucified to the world, and actually 
to hate it as a swiftly-passing show. Their citiz00' 
ship is in heaven, and there their minds and heart0 
should be also. Said Paul to the Colossians : —

“  If then ye were raised together with Christ, seel£ 
the things that are above, where Christ is seated on tb0 
right hand of God. Set your mind on the things that 
are above, not on the things that are upon the earth.”

Paul’s otherworldism was equal to his Master’01 
But Canon Henson’s Christianity permits tb0 
amassing of wealth, and despises the poor wbij0 
singing the praises of poverty. Jesus said to hi0 
disciples: “ Let your treasures and your hearts b0 
in heaven alone.” Canon Henson modifies tb0 
injunction thus; “ You may lay up your treasure0 
on earth, only see to it that your hearts are î  
heaven.” Christianity according to Jesus and PaU 
is intelligible, if not believable, but Christianity 
according to Canon Henson is absurd as well 0,0 
impossible. The reverend gentleman not only mi0' 
represents Secularism, but also issues a false editi00 
of Christianity.

Now, Secularism differs fundamentally from Chri0' 
tianity in that it makes the present world its all *** 
all. In no version of the Christian religion 13 
human welfare on earth regarded as the suprem0 
concern. Even in the most rational version of 
the supernatural overshadows and dominates every'] 
thing. Social reforms are very good in their ' 
but, apart from religion, “ the human life we h0V° 
been sweeping and garnishing is an empty tbini’ 
and lies open to the invasions of every foe.” “ Our 
desire to raise society and to remove whatever do0 
violence to human self-respect” is praiseworthy1
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but “ if
r , .  1 |1Q ° Ur zea  ̂ ôr sPecifl° reforms we stimulate 
it essJy ^be materialistic appetites of men, and

on
is
is

it tuauoxiausuic appeuues oi men, ana
w aside the stern and lofty teaching of religion, 

thRare coar^ n8 the worst of defeats.” We hold, oi 
it contrary, that “ human welfare in this world i 
Sep ^ro? er en.  ̂ °t all thought and action.” This i 
hnrrK ans.m> rightly understood. Canon Henson’s great 
Mat 6^r ^ a.te“ absm ; but does he not know that 
l„ 6riabsm is the most equivocal term in our 
isH^Uâ e ‘>. ^ b a t  does he mean by “ the material- 
thn^8̂ 6^ 68. men Are they the appetites of 
If sr> aS ^jsMnguished from those of the mind ? 
in h Vv,098 *maS*ne that Secularists do not believe 
thnr° ^’,an<̂  8(:6k to stimulate and direct them on 
jjji °°8bly rational principles ? It is a fundamental 
fjj PoacePti°u to represent Secularism as a system 
enf < ° 6S n.0  ̂ contemplate human nature in its 
advre^ ’ an^ *n iDtere8ts- We are enthusiastic
^  oea ĉa °f the doctrine that man’s interests are 
of Jo,- ’ ° an?e*y, physical, mental, and moral, to all 
min ^  *s our duty to attend with scientific 
in ^teness and care. A “ man’s life consisteth not 
but ■ a^an^ance of things which he possesseth,” 
eoc-1? • 0 treasures of thought and imagination and 
~ la‘ intercourse and love to which he is heir.Soxni
thf16 8reatest benefactors of the race went
b - 8 b  life in grinding poverty, and some of the 
few aü  ̂ happiest people among us to-day have but 
in n f038e8si°ns- But in all this there is no religion, 
of „-ai?0Q tlenson’s sense, nor need of any. The art 
venf-  ̂ bving may be acquired without the inter- 

Jon of any theology whatever.
Uo mD° n ^ eneon endorses the sentiment that “ it is 
the i0r° cbanco that has made the Christian nations 
^ ^ e r s  of civilisation.” True, perhaps; but it 
civil’ • mere8t chance that made the leaders of 
fact iŜ ‘on Christians. Is it not an incontrovertible 
civil" • Cfreebs and Romans wore the leaders of 
jg ‘Sati°n long before Christianity reached them ? 
jj n°f equally undeniable that the civilisation of 
civ"r° an^er the Antonines was superior to the 
errm18â on °f  fbe Middle Ages under Christian
it  tw —  u iu  u u u  u itu iu  li lt )  m unuufc
Ueinf êa^or8 °f civilisation : they were such already, 
jn bor wore they made bettor leaders of civilisation 
bo ^°?ae<Iuenco of adopting it. Canon Henson is not

R e ro rs  ? Christianity did not make the nations
He ’ 
in
of thlnCl a Parbisar>, surely,- as not to admit that some 
hiat ^arbest and most humiliating chapters in tho 
the V  Roman Empire were enacted under
Pea baD.n?1; ° f  the Cross. And even to-day, is Euro- 

» civilisation a thing in which the reverend 
p Joman can glory ? What real difference has 
^ j 8* made ?
the Va*.ue °f  religion, which is Canon Henson’s 
Jjj i0®» exists alone in his own imagination. The 
the 0l  ̂ Church is an invincible witness to
Cam ?10ra  ̂ worthlessness of Christianity. Mr. 
truth 0H *?as» â8 ’̂ Poblicly acknowledged the
yea etatement, though a little more than a
fajjr a8° he was of a different opinion. The moral 
^  °f Christianity ought to convinco all that 

%  ?8 entirely independent of religion, and 
i8 i1 thrive much better in its absence. Indeed, it 
atl(j G t° declare that its artificial connection with, 
8eri deP°odence upon, supernatural religion has 
^ ai— sly hindered its growth and development. By 
De , lnS so patiently on God mankind have woefully 
arg g Ctod their own resources. Now at last they 
or t lcuing out that a man’s life is his own, to make 
min° jU?'r’ ani  ̂ that value of each life is deter- 
ifv, by the contribution it makes to the moral

ovement of the race. J. T. Lloyd.

Some Press Opinions.

Proce^V^0— *° have been surprised tu learn that criminal 
es8ent"'u ^°r blasphemy aro still possiblo. Blasphemy is 
lav? 0,‘7  au offence in connection with religion, and the 
t*artic | asPkeiny a means by which the State defends one 
Partif>Uiar f°r£u °f religion, Christianity, if not indeed one 

ar form of Christianity, Anglicanism. The law of

blasphemy is in an unsettled state. Mr. Justice Stephen 
held that “  a denial of the truth of Christianity in general 
or of the existence of God, whether the terms of such pub
lication are decent or otherwise, is blasphemy,”  and 
that certainly is the older view and tho one which was 
maintained by the Courts as recently as 1867. Lord 
Coleridge, in the Foote case—the last one, we believe, 
before that tried yesterday in London —  laid it down 
that the manner, not the matter, is blasphemous, and that 
“ if the decencies of controversy are observed even the 
fundamentals of religion may be attacked without a person 
being guilty of blasphemous libel.” Mr. Justice Phillimore, 
whose allocution to the prisoner was, surely, out of place in 
a law court, yesterday apparently extended Lord Coleridge's 
dictum that it is blasphemous “  in an indecent and malicious 
spirit to assail and asperse the truth of Christianity or of 
the Scriptures in a manner calculated and intended to shock 
the feelings and outrage the beliefs of mankind.” Such a 
dictum makes the freedom of discussion of religious topics 
depend upon tho sensitiveness and the strength of religious 
conviction of a jury, and there are many juries, as there 
have been many judges, who would punish any decided 
expression of Atheism or even heterodoxy. Surely a law 
which, even on the most liberal interpretation, employs the 
power of the State to confer upon one class of men, merely 
because they hold a certain religions belief, the right to 
send to gaol their fellows who do not hold it, and who say 
so publicly, is out of harmony with modern notions of 
liberty, and might well have been allowed to lapse. The 
decencies are sufficiently protected by the law of obscene 
libel. To appeal to the law of blasphemy is to emphasise 
the fact that tho offence is not in tho indecency or in the 
obscenity, if any is alleged, but in the unorthodoxy, and to 
convert the State into an engine for the support of a 
religious doctrine. Those who advised and those who 
supported the prosecution of Boulter, if not the jury who 
convicted him, have done an ill-service to liberty and en
lightenment as well as to religion.—Manchester Guardian.

The conviction of Boulter for blasphemy was inevitable 
as long as the obsolete law which deals with the subject 
remains on tho Statute Book. It seems to us, however, a 
great pity that the Home Secretary should ever have allowed 
the prosecution to be commenced under such an Act. There 
is little doubt that the prisoner will accept the chance of 
liberty which Mr. Justice Phillimore has offered him, and, 
having enjoyed his advertisement, will pose for ever after 
as a martyr in the cause of religious freedom. And the 
worst of it is that he will have a perfect right to do so, 
owing to tho form of tho conviction. If ho had been pro
secuted for an offence against public decency, ho might or 
might not have been convicted, but he would have forfeited 
the sympathy which, as things stand, he will undoubtedly 
obtain from a considerable number of freedom-loving 
citizens.— The New Age. _________

Last Thursday, before Mr. Justice Phillimoro, a prisoner 
was found guilty of having spoken blasphemous and profano 
words to tho people at Highbury Cornor, Islington, on three 
occasions in December last. Tho judge postponed sentence 
and released the prisoner on bail, promising that if by 
Saturday he gave au undertaking in writing not to make 
such speeches in future he would release him on his own 
recognisances. Accordingly, on Saturday tho defendant 
gave a written expression of regret and an undertaking that 
he would not in future use any languago calculated to shock 
tho feelings and outrage the beliefs of the public. In 
releasing the prisoner tho judge gave notice that future 
offenders will not bo treated with this leniency. Wo trust 
that this does not mean that these prosecutions are to bo 
promoted in the future. No doubt the public havo a claim 
to be protected against addresses in the streets which shock 
the sense of reverence and decency. At tho same time, wo 
aro among thoso who strongly urge the importance of 
open-air campaigns in tho service of religion and morality. 
If, as Christians, wo claim to occupy tho public thorough
fares in tho interests of our religion, we must not be too 
roady to complain if others occupy them in order to attack 
it. Tho use of such weapons as the Blasphemy Act is 
certainly two-edged, and may be made to endanger liberty. 
Proceedings taken under it tend to advertise, rather than to 
suppress, profanity. We trust, therefore, that tho judge’s 
remarks will not encourage any extonsivo campaign of this 
kind.—Methodist Times. _________

We havo no sympathy whatever with tho attempt to 
revive tho obsolete blasphemy laws which rosulted in tho 
conviction of the man Boulter before Mr. Justice Phillimore 
last Thursday. Christianity does not need to be protected 
in this fashion by the secular arm ; and our notion of the 
freedom of speech makes us shrink from the plan of prose-
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cuting a man for uttering views even so obnoxious as those 
expressed by ignorant fanatics of the stamp of Boulter. 
After all, nobody was obliged to stop and listen to his 
ravings; while those who wished to do so had a right to 
follow their own bent, however much wo may marvel at 
their taste. But the worst of such a prosecution is that it 
gives to an obscure ranter exactly the hind of notoriety, and 
to his lucubrations that wide advertisement, for which he 
probably yearns. To turn a person of this calibre into a 
pinchbeck “  martyr ”  is a piece of downright folly— “ giving 
occasion to the enemies of the Lord to blaspheme ” — and we 
hope we may have heard the very last of these exploits of a 
zeal which oversteps the boundaries of discretion.— Christian 
Commonwealth.

Not for the defence of the man charged as an individual, 
but for the sake of the principle of free speech, which prose
cutions for blasphemy always challenge, Spiritualists should 
not close their eyes to this case. Our literature and our 
lecturers have challenged orthodox theology as critically as 
any advocates of Freethought. We have protested against 
the Christian dogmas, and our philosophy is opposed to such 
things. We are heretics, tolerated, it is true, but heretics to 
the Church as by law established. We must watch these 
stealthy efforts to muzzle others, as some day we may also 
have to guard ourselves. So the least Spiritualists can do is 
to hold a watching brief in this case. But one result of the 
matter is that the National Secular Society has come to the 
frout to assist in defending the case. Mr. G. W. Foote, 
acting on behalf of the N. S. S., has bestirred himself with 
marked advantage to the conduct of the affair. We con
gratulate Mr. Foote and the National Secular Society on 
coming forward in the matter.— Two Worlds.

Having given Mr. Justice Phillimore a satisfactory under
taking that ho would not repeat the offence of which he had 
been convicted, Mr. Boulter was bound over in £50 to come 
up for judgment when called upon. Thus ends the latest 
prosecution for blasphemy, a prosecution that should never 
have deen undertaken. In so far as Mr. Boulter’s language 
was vulgar and offensive, it could have been dealt with 
without invoking the aid of legislation about blasphemy, 
which should be repealed without delay. It is absurd that 
anyone who, at this time of day, questions the truth of 
Christianity should be liable to prosecution in a country 
which has had Jewish judges on the Bench. For we must 
not lose sight of the fact that it is the matter, and not the 
manner, of such questioning which really constitutes blas
phemy. Indeed, the common-sense and kindly action of 
Mr. Justico Phillimore is—from one point of view— to bo 
deprecated. The public will go to sleep again, believing, 
despite Mr. Justico Pliillimore's observation that there is no 
such thing as an “ obsolete ” law to the Judge who has to 
administer it, that the Blasphemy Laws are practically 
obsolete. And so they will remain on tho Statute B ook ; 
whereas a savage scntenco would havo inaugurated a vigor
ous action for their repeal.— Iteynolds’ Newspaper.

Tho blasphemy case has puzzled me exceedingly. Mr. 
Boulter seems to have been indicted for blasphemy, and 
tried for some other offence. What that offence was I 
cannot tell, as tho evidence has not been published.

Now, even a nominal revival of the absurd and unjust law 
against blasphemy is not to bo passed over lightly; for that 
law i3 a menace to free speech and moral enlightenment; 
but it would, 1 think, be possible to tako this particular case 
too seriously. Judging from the terms of the promise ex
acted from Mr. Boulter, it is not his “ unbelief,” nor his 
criticism of “  belief,” that is aimed at, but the terms in 
which he expressed his opinions and uttered his criticisms. 
As a free thinker and a free speaker, I  cannot approve of a 
ineth d of propaganda so offensive as to injure the cause of 
free thought and free speech. An atheist or agnostic should, 
above all men, be courteous and tolerant.

As an opponent of the so-called Christian religion, I have 
found too many reverend gentlemen neither courteous nor 
tolerant, but I do hope that we, on our side, may always set 
them a better example than they set us.—It. Blatchjord.

The result of tho blasphemy prosecution at the Old Bailey 
was as unsatisfactory as tho censorship of religious or anti- 
religious propaganda by a policeman must always be. But 
we object to it mainly because it was the employment of a 
steam-hammer to crack a nut. Somo of tho language used 
by tho defendant Boulter was held by Mr. Justice 
Phillimerc— who spoke, he said, as a “  Christian man’
.—not to come within the modern definition of the 
Law of Blasphemy. But there were other words used by 
the defendant which certainly ought not to have been 
addressed to a cliauco crowd of children and adults in a 
pub'ic park. Thero was an easy remedy for this in tho
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ordinary law, but some Inquisitor-General at Scotland d’ar 
decided to put in force tho rusty and antiquated machinery 
of the Blasphemy Laws. The defendant, it was alleged i° 
the indictment:—

“ Being an evilly-disposed person, disregarding the la'1® 
and religion of this realm, was guilty of conduct calculate 
to scandalise and vilify the Christian religion.”

Tho serious side of this is that the language of this indict
ment might include every rationalist writer and thinker o 
our generation.

The late Sir James Stephen took the view that under tin® 
barbarous and antiquated statute every bookseller who sell»' 
every man who lends to a friend, a copy of Renan’s Vie a* 
Jesus, or the essays of Huxley, might be sentenced to a lo®o 
term of imprisonment. Such an atrocity only needs to o° 
stated in order to arouse loathing and hostility, and it is true 
that earnest Christian judges like the late Lord Coleridge 
and—yesterday— Mr. Justice Phillimore have helped to re
habilitate the Blasphemy Laws by taking a milder view 01 
their meaning. In their view it is only the manner, not tJ° 
matter, which constitutes the crime of blasphemy. A man. 
Sir Walter Phillimore said, may believe and say and teac*1 
what he pleases about religion, but he must not utter gr°si 
and insulting attacks on religion in public places.

But the suppression of this conduct could have been 
attained by the ordinary law at a police-court, witbou 
bringing out the rusty old rack and thumbscrews to strike 
terror into the beholder, aud we regret that a less mcl°- 
dramatic course was not taken with Mr. Boulter, ^no 
verdict of the jury has closed the case, and all that remau*s 
is the sentence. In one respect we may congratulate our
selves that we have advanced in tolerance since 188a- 
Instead of the savage sentence of twelve months’ imprison
ment which that testy bigot, the late Mr. Justice North 
passed upon Mr, G. W. Foote in that year, wo find In 
justice Phillimore releasing the defendant Boulter on bail in 
order to see whether ho will give a satisfactory undertaking 
not to repeat his offence. Matters of religious opinion should 
in free countries be outside tho sphere of the police agenh 
and, in our view, the Commissioner of Police has secured the 
minimum of public advantage with tho maximum of notoriety 
and public harm by tho adoption of this ill-advised ana
chronism.— The Star (London).

Mr. Justico Phillimore was scarcely tho ideal judge to try 
a prisoner accused of blasphemy, even if ho was only a 
sartorial cutter. It is a well-known fact that from timB 
immemorial the shoemaker is infinitely greater as a politician 
and theological critic than his comrade the tailor. If tb° 
defendant had beon tho wieldcr of an awl instead of tin) 
manipulator of a pair of shears, the learned judge migb* 
have listened to a popular dissection of dogma which would 
not be in accordance with the 39 Articles as by law defined 
to include the lawful doctrines of our State religion. 1" 
seems an anachronism to talk about blasphemy as a twentieth 
century crime. It belongs to tho days when in this country 
man really believed in doctrines which could be onforced by 
tho stake, the gibbet, slitting the ears or nose, or in more 
recent days tho pillory or standing in the church porch in 11 
white sheet asking pardon for ecclesiastical offences.— W^s“ 
Middlesex Times.

It is, I think, unfortunate that a Judgo of Sir Walter 
Phillimore’s well-known opinions and proclivities, should 
have presided at the trial of a person for blasphemy. This 
Judge is a man of pronounced views on many matters, a“ “ 
ho lacks one of tho most essential qualifications in a Judge> 
the keeping of his privato opinions well in the background 
when sitting on the Bench. Anything, for examplo, in mo*'0 
questionable judicial taste than tlio Judge’s address 
Boulter after he' had been found guilty I cannot conceive- 
Boulter is a Freethinker or an Atheist, Mr. Justico Phillimore 
is a Christian. Tho latter takes advantage of his positiou 
as the judge to address tho prisoner on his religious belie*’ 
or want of it. Ho tells him he is suffering from an unfor
tunate misconception as to the truth, and that ho, tho JudgO’ 
hopes the day may come when the prisoner may see hlB 
misconception, and tho scales may fall from his eye3. 
Reverse tho procedure, aud imagine tho prisoner addressing 
the Judge in such terms. And yet such a proceeding would 
have been no more inappropriate than were Mr. Justice
Phillimore’s remarks to the prisoner........... This is the ti1’3''
blasphemy prosecution since 1883, the previous ono prior to 
that year having been in 1857. I sincerely hopo Boulter’3 
may be the last caso in this country. The blasphomy l»wS 
are obsolete. I say this, despite the dictum of Mr. Justico 
rhillimore, who presided at tho trial of Boulter, that ho doe3 
not understand what is meant by a law being obsolete. }*  
this another instance of judicial innocence ? If Mr. Justico 
Phillimore does not know what an obsolete law is, let rao 
tell him that there are dozens of Acts of Parliament—m»11/
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of them levelled against ministers of the Koman Catl^ '
Churck-that, though unrepealed, are obsolete ob so le te^
the sense that no sane man would think o p n ^ 
into motion, and in regard to which it is doubtful whether 
any magistrate or judge sufficiently foolis such,
to do what Mr. Justice Pkillimoro says it is the duty of such, 
to “  execute it.”  The common sense of the c0™“ ul* fitm ent 
as effectively, if not as formally, repeals a eg, ¿ictum,
as the legislature. That is why, despite the 8 
the blasphemy laws are obsolete.— Whitehall

Acid Drops.

■the Christian Commonwealth now (at half-past twelve) 
^presses disapproval of the “ blasphemy” prosecution. 
,s. Potest would have been more useful, and more credit- 

a ej if it had been utterred before, instead of after, the tria .

Tl
lit. °t the New Theology is naturally wild with
*atb Jones, K.C., who, in his speech for the defence
E. j °  oulter case, alluded not too respectfully to the Rev. 
CorHe p^Pbell. Mr. Boulter had ridiculed, in Highbury- 
Virr,;1 ~inglish, and in his own taste, the doctrine of the 
Why MBlrth- Mr. Jones could not deny it. But he asked 
“ Wa lr’ ^ outter was the only person proceeded against. 
p]acoS. a man,” he said, “ not a hundred miles from that 
the S(.10 a temple made with hands, to tell his audienco that 
pnni ]0rJ  °f the Divine birth was a myth, and to go un- 
a “ aiu,, i an<J unquestioned ? ” Our contemporary calls this 
argued f ar'y-Jmmgenuous quibble ” — because Mr. Campbell 
makin >i0r honest belief, while Mr. Boulter was only 
dear K*oss and scurrilous attacks on what people held 
arnuL this is missing tho wholo point of Mr. Jones’s 
Hot in**?, held that blasphemy must lie in tho matter,
prov , r10 manner;  and he argued that this was really 
Mr. i> ,y tke language of the Indictment, which charged 
ChriSf ° U êr w^h bringing tho Holy Scriptures and the 
contend  ®0bgion into disbelief as well as into ridicule and 
than t ' “ deed, could anything bo more ridiculous
doctrin Câ  ** perfectly respectable to say that a religious 

0 m false, yet perfectly criminal to say it is ridiculous ?

these two cases. Jews, like other people, are respectable as 
far as they have position and money. So are Freethinkers. 
And judges take ¿£5,000 a year as “  humble ”  followers of 
the preacher of “  Blessed be ye poor ”  and actually preach 
Christian sermons from the bench. " A mad world, my 
masters!”

The London Star, and one or two other papers, have 
referred to the “ sentence of twelve months’ hard labor ” 
passed upon Mr. Foote by Mr. Justice North in 1883. This 
is a mistake. “  Blasphemy ” is not a felony; it is only a 
misdemeanor, and cannot be punished with hard labor. 
Not that hard labor is very galling— for the hard labor men, 
in short-term prisons, have all the best of it, being out of 
their wearisome cells a great deal, and also better fed than 
the misdemeanants. And, as a matter of fact, there is no 
such thing as hard labor in any of these prisons.

Mr. Robert Blatchford’s paragraph on the result of the 
“  blasphemy ” prosecution is reproduced among the “ Press 
Opinions ” on another page of this week’s Freethinker. We 
are sorry to see him affecting not to know what Mr. Boulter 
was prosecuted for. Wo are also sorry to see that he does 
not feel the gravity of the situation, in which Mr. Boulter 
and his special style of oratory are merely accidents. The 
Blasphemy Laws have been proved to be not obsolete, and 
nobody knows whom they may be used against in the near 
future, which promises to be decidedly reactionary. As for 
the homily on good taste with which Mr. Blatchford con
cludes, we have two things to say : first, that Freethinkers 
ought not to talk too much about “  good taste ” when Chris
tians are making “ ill taste” criminal; second, that one of 
the passages in Mr. Boulter’s indictment, which the police 
evidently thought likely to do him a vast deal of harm, was 
actually a quotation from God and My Neighbor. The 
passage was cited by Mr. Bodkin in his opening speech 
against Mr. Boulter.

The Bishop of Madras, in the Calcutta Statesman, claims 
that mission work in India, during the past fifty years, has 
achieved “  wonderful success among the lower classes and 
aboriginal tribes,”  but confesses its “  failure to make con
verts among the higher castes and educated classes.”  There 
are a good few rice Christians in India. That is all.

Indict °  sentences alleged against Mr. Boulter in his 
'dlieo^ cn  ̂ r was a quotation from Mr. Campbell's Neu 
n o * * * .  Tim Christian Commonwealth may understand 
liafl a 11 ^ eares to understand— why Mr. Atkerloy-JoneE 
the Ci[U0, ^  as W°M as a legal right to allude to the oracle ol

We
'^.e^atulat0 tho C. C., however, on its criticism of tho 

SlUmf ‘ical Mission which is being organised to “ rouse the 
intfitoe5lnS basses of tho metropolis ”  noxt year. “  Tho 
SoqÎ0v!, oi *bo announcement," it says, “  lies in the frank if 
trun holated avowal of tho failure of tho muck- 
teiade  ̂ '̂.orroy-Alexander Mission, with its machine- 
vulgar°t “ USiasm, '^s narrow bigotry, and its transports of

H?h
^ m Z Cu istian World iias gono backward. It used to bo 
them Ts ° ^ lasPbemy Laws. It now appears to favor 
SatiSf'„ i. rofors to the Boulter case in torms of apparent 
Wincinl ° n' ^ nco uPon a timo, our contemporary had 

P es ; now, it is merely in business.

Til
phcmv Times dovotes a leaderette to tho “  blas-
gen0rai °aso. It is a wobbly leaderette, but it Bkows a 
Points tendency in tho right direction. Our contemporary 
Peach’ Christians are going in extensively for street
others an^ “  Must not bo too roady to complain ” if
anity *ho same stroots “ in ordor to attack ”  Christi-
get V*e beg to point out another consideration. Christians
c°ttiforfc.1i<il)en'air discussions with Freethinkers, and how 
“ Win r° they will feel if a froethinking opponent says :-d ............ . „  froethinking opponent says
and F or^ i am a disadvantage ; I  cannot speak as plainly 
Mil prC1“ *̂y as my Christian friend does; if I do his frionds 
^lasph°SeCUte mo’ anJ perhaps put mo in prison, under tho 
°u° L T ?  h aws. He fights with both hands free ; I  have 
Chri<jtia bcbind my back.”  This will bo pleasant for tho 
that w , Q. sPeaber, especially in tho presence of an audienco 

wants to seo a fair fight.

^ • J u s t i c e  Phillimoro told Harry Boulter that ho had 
rj, Mittod “ a serious crime ”  in ridiculing Christianity. 
V{!ui V?ry next case his lordship took was that of A on 
Sent lta’ who got twenty years’ penal servitude (a life 
Mtli°uC0'! *or threatening a millionaire Jew. Any person 

“ Mins, who will uso thorn, may easily seo tho moral of

Sir Ernest Satow, formerly British Minister at Pekin, 
sent a letter to a mass meeting of Chinese Missions- 
recently held at Scarborough. In his communication, Sir 
Ernest Satow said that he hoped missionaries would show 
due respect to tho ancient civilisation of China, and to the 
Chinese code of morals, which was based on reverence for 
the family and devotion to tho memory of ancestors. Ho 
also advised the maintenance of a friendly feeling towards 
Roman Catholic missionaries, and advised missionaries not 
to interfere in protecting their converts in civil disputes 
against non-Christians or against tho action of the man
darins. ____

Now this advice comes as an official proof of tho truth of 
what has been said, over and over again in these columns, 
as to the part played by missionaries in China in stirring up 
trouble. In England, to outrage tho beliefs and shock the 
feelings of Christians is said by a judge on tho bench to bo a 
“ Berious crime.”  In China, fanatical Christian missionaries 
force their way into Chineso temples and preach their 
doctrines to the people. They insult, as Christians insult, 
the feelings and moral senso of the Chinese ; worse still, they 
set tho law of tho country at defianco, and defy Chineso 
magistrates to carry out the Chineso law on Chinese sub
jects, and then demand from the people at home military 
protection and the funds to keep their mischievous trade 
going in the “ sacred name of Christianity.” The fact of 
Sir Ernest Satow hoping that they will not continue to do 
tho things ho warns them against is proof that they have 
done them. We have not much hope of the missionaries 
profiting by tho advice. What we expect they will do will 
be to turn tho warning into an endorsement of missionary 
methods in the Chinese Empire.

Most of tho religious papers have been deeply concerned 
concerning the provisions of tho Baxendale legacy. A 
legacy of ¿£20,000 was left by a Mr. Baxendale— a member 
of tho Plymouth Brethren—to his son, on condition that the 
latter left tho “ Biblo Brotherhood,” to which he now belongs, 
and rejoined his father’s sect. Most of tho religious papers 
denounce tho condition as an unjust one, but none of them 
draw tho real and only moral from the case. This is tho 
terribly distorting effect on the moral senso of intense 
religious convictions. Such a case could hardly arise even 
in politics. Religion alone has the power of warping human 
nature to tho extent indicated by such a condition as that
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in Mr. Baxendale’s will. The small, petty, and legally 
punishable vices of life Christianity may guard against— 
although even this is doubtful. But the larger, deeper, and 
legally unpunishable vices it not only does not prevent—it 
encourages their operation and perpetuation.

Mr. Henry Baxendale told a Memorial Hall meeting that 
if he ever handled that ¿ 20,000 he would use it for the pur
pose of fighting “  Atheism, Socialism, and Campbellism.” 
What a mixture ! What we wish is that he could get hold 
of the ¿20,000 and spend it in fighting Atheism. It would 
be a good thing for Atheism.

After protesting for some years that he desires “ Simple 
Bible Teaching ”  in the schools on account of its literary, 
ethical, and historical value, Dr. Clifford, in defending him
self against the Bishop of Salisbury, now says that “  Simple 
Bible Teaching ” “ cannot well be anything but Christian 
teaching.”  So the cat is out of the bag at last. But what 
an incurable Christian the man is, to be sure!

At Coventry, recently, a couple of professional gymnasts 
gave a wrestling exhibition in aid of the funds of St. 
Michael’s Mission. Time was kept by a clergyman belong
ing to the mission, who appeared on the stage in full pro
fessional war-paint. Some people in the town have pro
tested against the exhibition, but the clergyman pleads 
justification on the ground that the man to whom “  God had 
given tremendous strength and skill voluntarily offered to 
make a contribution to the service of God.” We wonder 
whether he would have taken the same view of the pro
ceedings if everything in the shape of “ gate money ”  had 
been absent ? ____

Mr. Josiah Nix, the Methodist evangelist, has “ won
derful ”  meetings wherever he goes, with numerous conver
sions. We understand that the reports in the religious press, 
from which this news is gathered, are all written by Mr. 
Nix himself. So we have excellent authority on which to 
form a judgment. ____

At Llanelly, a palmist has been summoned for practising 
fortune-telling. It appears that he prophesied disaster to a 
local colliery, with tho result that the men employed there 
rofused to work. No wonder Christian revivals flourish in 
the Principality I

The Bev. T. E. Ruth says that he can think of nothing so 
bad as an irreligious democracy would be. Well, we know 
this gentleman, with many others in his profession, would 
find an irreligious democracy very uncomfortable—at first. 
But we bid him take heart; it is only the discomfort that 
poople are apt to feel when they turn over a new leaf and 
start on a better course. It would wear off in time, and ho 
would probably look back on his former life, as many Free
thinkers do on their religious past, and wonder how on earth 
ho ever looked on Christianity as the be3t kind of thing for 
a man. ____

Rich men, says Canon Hensley Henson, cannot afford to 
forget that “ a man’s life consisteth not in the abundance of 
the things which ho possesseth.” Well, they don’t. On tho 
contrary, it is one of the things they are always preaching— 
to the poor. And to show they are in dead earnest they pay 
thousands of men like Canon Henson to drivo the lesson 
home. ____

“  Church ” marriages are steadily declining. Last year 
631 per 1,000 marriages were celebrated according to Estab
lished Church rites; 181 per 1,000 in accordance with those 
of othor religious denominations; and 188 per 1,000 in tho 
registry offices. The last class, tho class of secular mar
riages, is constantly increasing.

Church attendance is going to the dogs even in Bonnie 
Dundee. How to get tho people back to kirk is a burning 
question with the men of God. Some say this and some say 
that. But all seem fairly agreed on the evil of Sunday con
certs, Sunday excursions, and Sunday amusements. Ay, 
there’s the rub 1 “  Frae God’s ain priests the people’s hearts 
they steal awa’." ____

Municipal action should always bo watched by Free
thinkers. The Parks Committee of the Manchester Corpo
ration is granting leave for religious services in certain parks 
on Sundays during the summer months. This is vory nice 
for the religious folk— but whero do tho Freethinkers look 
in ? Wo suggest that the Manchester Secularists should 
apply for the right to use the parks as well as tho Christians. 
If they were denied, a fight for fair play would have to be

carried on. If their request were granted, they could arrange 
for outdoor lectures, and might count on assistance fr0® 
headquarters in London.

Mr. Victor Grayson, M.P., is a Socialist and not an Atheist- 
He seems, indeed, to be exceptionally pious. Speaking 
an East Ham meeting with Robert Blatchford in the eba® 
(Blatchford!), he said : “ I can understand sometimes why 
God sent the Flood. When I look at these social problem5' 
when I see all the horrors of our present system, I feel that 
if I were God I would send a fire to burn the whole thing 
up, and let us have a fresh start.” Fortunately the honor
able gentleman is not God. We don’t see that tho fire cute 
is any better than the cold water cure. As for making jj 
fresh start, it is evident that the one made after the Flo°0 
was no improvement, and what reason is there for suppo®^ 
Mr. Grayson’s fresh start would be any better ? Possibly ho 
is an improvement on Noah, but is it worth boasting of a^et 
four thousand five hundred years’ progress ?

“  An Appeal to Nonconformists ”  is the heading of a hand
bill which has reached us bearing no printer’s name not 
any address. It accuses Messrs. Alabaster and Passmore, tba 
printers of Spurgeon’s sermons, of “  sweating ” their women 
workers, discharging them for joining a Trade Union n® 
the purpose of obtaining a “  living wage,”  and locking °° 
male compositors for protesting against being displaced W 
“ cheap female labor.”  Is there any truth in these charge5' 
Can anybody tell us ?

The world moves, and Churches move with it. Wesloya°s 
see that they must get up a now Hymn Book for the® 
Sunday-schools. Many of tho old hymns are too bad now®- 
days even for “ kids.”  “  There’s a Friend for Little Chil
dren ”  and “ There is a Happy Land, Far, Far AvraJ< 
appear to bo both under notice to leave. Which is really 5a°' 
We remember singing that “ Happy Land ” hymn so oft50 
in tho days of our childhood. We thought it a delight*0 
place two or three days’ journey from where we piped °ot 
little treble. But present-day children are wider awak® 
They think over the rest of the words. “ There is a happl 
land” — Where?— “ Far, far away.”  That’s tho troubl® 
There’s no getting near it.

“  Dear, dying Lamb, thy Precious Blood shall nover 1°3° 
its Power.” This beautiful hymn, which we remomber s° 
well, is under tabu already. The secretary of the Wesley00 
Sunday School Union says, “  some of our congregations 
not sing it.” They are sick of the “ blood.” But half 9 
century ago it was a most delectable fluid. “  There is 8 
fountain filled with blood ”  ( filled with i t !) used to be °a°, 
of the most popular hymns in tho collection ; and as it We°* 
to an easy, rattling tune it was sung with great gusto. 
the Christians are ashamed of it now. The spirit of tho age 
is upon them—in spite of themselves— and in spito of the® 
religion.

Mr. Justice Grantham gives a new reason for going 
church. Summing up in a manslaughter caso at Glouces*1®' 
ho expressed surpriso that the beautiful cathedral sorvic0 
were not better attended, and suggested to working ps°PC 
that “  if they spent an hour or two at a religious servic° 
they would enjoy an hour or two afterwards at the publ‘cj 
house much more.” This reminds us of Keats putting 
cayenne pepper on his tongue to heighton the relish of c°° 
claret.

Mr. Henderson having challenged Mr. Robert Blatcbk® 
to writo a better book than the Bible, which was “ tho VW 
foundation of England's greatness as a nation,” that gently 
man advises the Labor leader to “ road the Bible more, a® t 
talk about it less,” and tells him that “  his speech is ®° 
above the very low intellectual standard of tho superint® 
dent of a little Bethel Sunday school.”  Mr. Blatchford ®8 
bettor mind. Mr. Henderson’s frionds may “  pinch " 
for “  blasphemy ” yet. Thoy are equal to anything in 11 *r 
discussion ”— as they understand it.

Wo are sorry to say that the first result of Mr. Wisbaft9 
debate with the Rev. George Wise, and perhaps of * j 
“  blasphemy ” prosecution in London, is that tho Liverp°° 
police have stopped tho N. S. S. Branch meetings at 
Milton Hall, Daulby-street, by putting pressuro upon t® 
proprietor, who is fearful of losing his licence if ho does n° 
conform to tho wish of tho authorities. Tho hall was clojj® 
against the Branch suddenly on Sunday evening- 
Wishart and tho Committee held an indignation meotinF 
Islington-square. Thoy asked for tho use of tho Alexan® 
Hall for that purpose, after Mr. McCabe's lecture, but it ^  
absolutely and uncivilly rofusod by Mr. Ward’s Sociotl 
whose turn may come presontly.
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Mr. Foote’s Engagements.

Sunday, February 23, The Town Hall, Birmingham; at 3, “  Tne 
World to Come,”  with some reference to Sir Oliver Lodge , 
at 7, “ The Doom of the Gods.”

To Correspondents.

E ngagements.—February 23, Woolwich.

•February 23, Glasgow.

0. Cohen’s L ecture 
March 8, Glasgow.

T. L loyd’ s L ecture E ngagements.—
March 8, West Ham ; 15, Manchester.

I*- Gerrer.—We know nothing about it.
Thomas D ixon.—A man may do his own duty; he cannot always 

depend on other people doing theirs, or on the result. You 
think our own action is “  the only bright spot in the matter,

you may see others after reading our this week’s article.but
D. CocKiiuRN.—See paragraph. We must have a little con

tinuous leisure to write on Determinism. Perhaps we shall 
Set it now. But crises have a way of arising.
•Martin.— You say it is a pity the authorities did not fly at 
higher game. Perhaps they thought it was not so easy to bring 
down. Glad the Edinburgh Freethinkers honor tho N. S.S. 
hnd its President for seeing, and standing by, the principle 

^involved. Thanks for their personal good wishes.
• <L Cbivers.—You have overlooked tho chronology. The 
feethinkcr goes to press on Tuesday night, and does not deal 

v‘th what happens four days afterwards.
Ma,QE ^AC0B'—Quite right. “ God” always says “ ditto”  to

b to ‘ ^0ISEY-—Glad you entirely agree with us. Of course there 
as no other course really possible ; the final problem was one 

N°r « e  "  prisoner” to deal with himself. The “  most offensive 
voids ”  were all included in Mr. Bodkin’s opening speech 
oported in our last issue. You will see them repeated this 
veek in the judge’s charge to the jury. We print these “  worst 
passages’ ’ as part of a fair report of the trial, and don’t see 

e necessity of printing all the rest of tho indictment; our 
oject being to report the “ blasphemy”  case and not Mr. 

j  B°ulter’s speeches.
'k ' H,—Thanks for the information, though we knew it all 

El°re, except the matter of the association with G. B. S.
' • H enderson.—Glad you read us rightly. Glad, too, that 

Understand those who find the Freethinker “  too aggres- 
, ,VE- It is, as you say, the “ aggressive”  men who live in 

Bt°ry ! Voltaire, Paine, Ingersoll, Brndlaugh, etc. When the 
a„ns .8**1 to play we all know where to look for the “  non- 
Sgressive ’’ people,—a thousand miles off the fighting. But 

bet  ̂®aBlcr Gie spot—afterwards, and explain how much 
Pfcse1 t^1C h’attlo might have been fought if they had been

'q0 .PKIN8-—We always have a method in our madness. All we 
r 18 carefully thought out, thought we cannot always give our 
Y08°“ ?Jn public. The point you raise was fully considered.in public.

lla F lake our word for that.
¡n p  B - F oote (New York) writes ; I see that war is on again111 P \ A
Se .~‘I?^an<Ii and I admire the prompt way in which the National 
l£' t! to Sooiety has entered the contest for free speech. Tho 
frav ’ A' 00*ie family can never rest content to stay out of such a 
so f °r 8̂ and by as a mere looker on. But the seat of war is 
once8“ “Way * can only aid with funds, and this I do at

andb] ̂ E?MANY-—Don’ t repine ; do what you can for the cause, 
Mr rt 8uffice, as it should do. Your surmise is accurate. 
t]1G coulter voluntarily gave the Court an undertaking, and 

n?atter now rests entirely with himself; should he fail to 
v,n„f l“> and get into trouble in consequence, it will be no ono's

G. B to 83 tut hia own-~ Wc are obliged.
\V p UI" RIr’nT.—Will deal with it next week. Thanks. 

Y ' ,pALL’—Your cuttings are always welcome.
Gart 
• ? .]

a. 2 -yr w
Prob toT '’yc shall make an extract from your interesting letter, 

W. p aWy nex*‘ wcek, without hinting at your identity.
Ghlnr r AMS0N'—Tour interesting letter on tho Discovery of 

C, j j  °torm shall appear in an early number.
Mr. r°'i;K0N-—Always pleased to hear our principal contributors, 
comm ° . n an(I Mr. Lloyd, praised. They deserve it. Your
■*.- Oil t h o  Vtlo.ar-tVtnm v  ’ * m .qo o.rr> in  of.W,
short!ooball.-

1 blasphemy ”  case are just.
-Shall be duly acknowledged in the next list- very

Urgent Honorarium Fund had to stand aside for a more
Several subscriptions are awaiting acknow- 

nigpt n”  wo cannot deal with the matter for another fort-

■a**?* Shabplky.—Pleased to hear that Mr. Wishart gave 
WiSo account of himself in tho debate with Mr. Georgo
°Ur beat ”  U0U1S0 '■Ho Socialism part of tho debate was “  off 
that vv ’ an  ̂^1G Atheism was so mixed up with the Socialism 
°fanc; ' l C° uldll,‘  see our way to separate them. That the 
the p(0 ar,1BS interrupted Mr. Wishart disgracefully, and that 
priainn U8u chairman openly took sides, was surely not sur- 

For 'tis their nature to,” as the hymn says.

J. H.—Forwarded as desired. Freethinkers will have to feel 
their way carefully in Ireland, and wo are rather too far off to 
advise. Glad that the Freethinker has opened your eyes, and 
that it is all over now with your Catholicism.

F. Hoey.—W ill try to find out and let you know. Don’ t be 
impatient about the promised articles on Determinism. We 
cannot help urgent matters claiming our attention as President, 
and we must have a little continuous leisure for the articles. 
Things of that sort can’ t be done in snatches of time. See 
acknowledgment in list.

F. G. H olden.—Will appear in the next list.
Moses E dmondson.—We don’t issue challenges and cannot publish 

them for others.
G. R oleffs.—Thanks.
J. B rough.— Thanks for cuttings.
P. W. Madden.—Quite true, but heroes, like poets, are born, not 

made. Pleased to have your good wishes.
J. Gale.—Thanks.
F. F. and S. D eane.—Quite true, but there is no help for it. We 

note your promise.
H. B lack.—We published in good time last week, as usual; the 

delay must have been the newsagents’ fault. Glad you appre
ciate our action “ throughout.”  We have said all we want to 
on the other point.

J. B. G rant.—Pray don’t trouble. Your manly letter is a con
tribution in itself.

N. S. S. B enevolent F und.—The Secretary acknowledges £1 Is. 
from Mr. G. Ehrmann.

H. G. F armer.—See paragraph. Thanks.
J. A inge (80 Argyle-street, Leicester).—Glad you are helping the 

cause by pushing the sale of the Freethinker—selling thirty 
copies last week.

J oseph B evins.—Sorry to hear of your illness, and hope for a 
speedy and complete recovery. Acknowledgment in list at an 
early date.

E. T. J arvis.—Accept thanks.
T he Secular Society, L imited, office is at 2 Newcastle-street, 

Farringdon-street, E.C.
T he N ational Secular S ociety’s office is at 2 Newcastle-Btreet, 

Farringdon-street, E.C.
Letters for the Editor of the Freethinker should be addressed 

to 2 NewcaBtle-street, Farringdon-street, E.C.
L ecture N otices must reach 2 Newcastle-street, Farringdon- 

street, E.C., by first post Tuesday, or they will not be 
inserted.

F riends who send us newspapers would enhance the favor by 
marking the passages to which they wish us to call attention.

Orders for literature should be sent to the Freethought Pub
lishing Company, Limited, 2 Newcastle-street, Farringdon- 
street, E.C., and not to the Editor.

T he Freethinker will be forwarded direct from the publishing 
office, post free, at the following rates, prepaid:—One year, 
10s. 6d . ; half year, 5s. 3d. ; three months, 2s. 8d.

P ersons remitting for literature by stamps are specially requested 
to send halfpenny stamps.

S cale of A dvertisements : Thirty words, Is. 6d .; every suc
ceeding ten words, Od. Displayed Advertisements :—One inch, 
4s. fid. ; half column, £1 2s. fid.; column, £2 5s. Special 
terms for repetitions.

Sugar Plums.

•Mr. Footo lectures twice to-day (Feb. 23) in tho magnificont 
Birmingham Town Hall. His subject in tho afternoon at 3 
is 11 The World to Come ” — with some reference to Sir Oliver 
Lodge ; and at 7, “ Tho Doom of tho Gods.”  Before both 
lectures— for half an hour in the afternoon and three-quarters 
of an hour in the evening—there will bo orchestral selections 
by a very competent band.

Mr. Footo had grand meetings at Glasgow on Sunday. 
The afternoon audienco was very large, and in the evoning 
tho hall was packod, every inch of standing room being 
occupied, and ono chair having to servo between the lecturer 
and tho chairman. Many questions were asked and answered 
after the evening lecture, and several critics were replied to. 
The meeting began at 0.30 and it was 9 when Mr. Foote got 
back to his hotel, which was within three minutes’ walk of 
the hall. The whole day would have been entirely satis
factory if it had not been for the absence of Mr. T. Robert
son, the Branch secretary, who was kept at home by 
indisposition. Mr. Robertson—a quiet, modest man, but a 
demon for work, and with a capablo business head on his 
shoulders— is a tower of strength to Glasgow Secularism. 
We hope for the Society’s sake, as woll as for his own, that 
he will soon bo himself again.

Mr. Lloyd follows Mr. Foote at Glasgow. Ho lectures 
twico to-day (Feb. 23) in the Secular Hall. We are delighted 
to hear that his Glasgow audiences go on improving, and we
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hope the local “ saints ”  will try to givo him a bumper on 
this occasion.

Mr. Lloyd had a good meeting at the Woolwich Town 
Hall on Sunday night. He delivered a fine lecture, and 
acquitted himself excellently in the discussion. To-night 
(Feb. 23) the last of these Woolwich lectures will be 
delivered by Mr. Cohen. There ought to be a strong rally 
at this last meeting.

Mr. Foote’s recent lecture in the Woolwich Town Hall was 
reported by two local papers, both Conservative. The Labor 
Pioneer took no notice, though the subject should have been 
of special interest to its readers. The Gazette records 
“  great enthusiasm and a crowded audience ” and that “  the 
lecturer gave his replies to the point and to the satisfaction 
of all present ”  during the discussion.

The first Annual Meeting of the Secular Education Leagufi 
will be held at the New Reform Club, Adelplii-terraco, 
London, W.C., on Tuesday evening, February 25, at 8 
o'clock. Mr. Halley Stewart, M.P., will occupy the chair. 
A roport and balance-sheet will bo presented, and an Execu
tive Committee elected for the new year. Mr. Foote intends 
to be present, and hopes to meet a fair contingent of the 
Secularist members of the League in London.

A Scottish doctor in the far North writes us a letter from 
which wo are making an extract, and as he may not have 
meant it to be published we withhold his name. “  I  take 
this opportunity,” ho says, “ of saying how highly I appre
ciate the Freethinker. It is never dull. No other paper that 
I  know of maintains such a high level of excellence week 
after week.”  This is high praise from an educated gentle
man. We commend it to the attention of some of the 
“  respectable ”  Freethinkers who affect to look down upon 
this journal, its editor, its staff, and all its ways. Wo say 
“  affect ”  because they have no more the brains and know
ledge of the men who write for the Freethinker than they 
have their courage.

Owing to the pressure upon our space caused by the 
“ blasphemy ”  report we are unable to publish this week the 
continuation of Mr. Mann’s valuable article on “  How 
the Church Protected the Peoplo,”  It will appear in our 
next issue.

The “ Blasphemy ” Trial.

Mit. J ustice P hillim ork ’ s C harge to tue  J ury .
Mr. J ustice P iiillim ore  : Gentlemen of the Jury, Harry 

Boulter is indicted before you on a charge of blasphemous 
libel, and tho facts are not disputed. On three Sundays, if 
I remember aright, in December last, standing in a public 
placo where two or three streets meet, as I understand— 1 
do not know the placo m yself; you have heard it from tho 
witnesses, and I daresay some of the jury may know it— but 
in a public place where two or threo streets meet, and where 
the street is forty-five feet wide, and where Sunday speakers 
and preachers are not interfered with by the police, he, 
standing on some erection, with a loud voice, so as to attract 
passers-by or be heard by them, his voice carrying across 
the street to somo of tho neighboring houses, and being 
heard, of course, by the group assembled round him, some 
200 or more, chiefly men and lads— somo of them youngish 
lads from fourteen to eighteen—he in tho course of thoso 
speeches, of which a largo portion have been transcribed and 
read to you, uttered certain sentences which have been more 
particularly picked out by tho Crown, and laid before you as 
being in the nature of blasphemous libel; that is, in tho 
nature of public blasphemy. The word “  libel ” is not tho 
word for the purpose, becauso it properly speaking means a 
little book; but the publication, the making public of blas
phemous language, has led tho law to call this blasphemous 
libel. You or I should more naturally call it, if it is blas
phemy, a blasphemous speech. I  must read tho passages, 
though you have seen them before. But I do not propose 
to do so for tho moment.

Now the learned advocate who has spoken for the Prisoner, 
in his eloquent and interesting address, has rather avoidod 
dealing with the passages. In fact, he never came to close 
quarters with them at all, except in respect to one expression 
which ho said—I daresay ho was right—could bo found in 
some printed book or newspaper; but with that exception 
he never came to close quarters about tho passages at all, 
and you and I must get on as best we can without his 
assistance in that matter. In his interesting and eloquent 
speech I think he a little forgot that he was addressing a

jury in a Court of Justice, and a little spoke as if he was 
addressing a public meeting or perhaps the House of 
Commons, of which ho is a distinguished ornament. I 
confess, following with interest and caro as I have no doubt 
you did, his speech, I  thought it would have been more 
appropriate to tho opening address of a gentleman of the 
House of Commons who was bringing in a Bill to repeal tho 
existing English law as to blasphemous libel. It is not for 
mo to say—I am not a Member of Parliament—how far that 
address would have convinced mo or not. You and I, who, 
as I have observed already, are humble ministers of the 
law, bound bj our oaths to do justice according to tho law, 
have not got to consider whether a law is old or new, good 
or bad. We have got to administer it, thankful that there 
is an executive power who can temper the rigor of the law 
when in our duty we feel bound to apply it, and thankful 
that in this free country there is a legislature that can alter 
any law which is either bad, or inexpedient, or harsh and 
rigorous. And again tho learned advocate, in order to get (ho 
was quite right to try and do it) your verdict for his client, 
made use of an advocate’s argument, a device of rhetoric 
which is not uncommon, in order to induce you not to apply 
tho law, and he possibly overstrained it. He tried to make 
out the law harder on his client, more convincing against his 
client. He tried to make out, as it seemed to me in following 
him, almost as if he were counsel for the other side—one 
quite understands the rhetorical device— he tried to make 
out that the law was dead against his client, that by no 
possibility could you acquit him— in order, as I understand, 
to induce you to say “  the law is so bad that we will not 
enforce it, and though we ought to convict him we will not.”

Now, Gentlemen, I am not going to put the caso before 
you in that w ay ; it would not be fair to the prisoner, in my 
view, to put it before you in that wTay. I do not propose to 
follow the learned counsel in his history of the law of blas
phemy. It was an interesting sketch, and a very wide 
sketch, historical, scientific, literary; all those matters 
wore travelled over. I would only observe that, a0 
might bo expected from so very wide a sketch, there 
were some inaccuracies. It is curious to a lawyer to hear of 
tho Star Chamber condemning anybody to tho flames. The 
Star Chamber would havo been astounded to learn they had 
such power. It was curious to hoar all that ho said about 
Darwin ; but I do not propose to say more about that. It 
was curious to hear him say that the law of blasphemy was 
unknown in other countries. I  do not profess to say, but 1 
suspect you would find it in tho United States of America- 
However, I am not going, as I say, to follow the learned 
counsel into those mattors. It is onough for mo, and I  think 
enough for you, to consider what tho law is now, and to 
apply it to tho facts of this case, remembering always that 
every person is entitled not to bo convicted unloss his guilt 
is made out to the satisfaction of the jury.

Now, the controversy as to the application of the law of 
blasphemy in modern timos is to a certain extent a lawyer'0 
controversy between two very great men, both of them not 
long gone, both of whom 1 knew well—the late Mr. Justice 
Stoplien (Sir James Stephen) and tho late Lord Coloridgo- 
Sir James Stephen thought that the law of blasphemy wa0 
more rigorous—harder upon people— than Lord Coloridg0 
did, and notwithstanding Lord Coleridge’s judgment °r 
summing-up to a jury, not in this room but in tho precinct0 
of tho Central Criminal Court as it then was, notwith
standing Lord Coleridge’s summing-up in tho larger and 
moro favorable senso in tho case of the Queen v. Bamtey and 
Foote, Sir James Stephen, though with doubt, adhered to 
the view that tho law of blasphemous libel was severer and 
harder than Lord Coleridge thought. In one of his book0- 
which is before mo, wlioro ho intended to codify tho Crirnin#1 
Law, he finally puts as it wero both views in parallel PaS' 
sages. That is what it comes to, at least ho says he think0 
that one vie w is the right one ; but there is Lord Coleridge 01 
and possibly other authority, for tho other view. Wed' 
Gentlemen, I confess I do not know why Mr. Athorley-Jono0> 
oxcept for that rhetorical devico which I  havo mentioned to 
you, quoted to you tho language of that great lawyer Lora 
Hale or of Lord Raymond in the Queen v. Hetherington, ot 
of Mr. Justice Best, or of Mr. Justice Ashurst, or of In 
justice Stephen. Ho seemed to admit, and I  am inclined to 
think ho is probably right, that if that was the law, as th°0“ 
learned Judges said, his client must be found guilty—tkftt 
on the more rigorous view of tho law his client must k° 
found guilty. I am not going to put it to you in that W»?' 
I am proposing, whatever liability may devolve upon me fot 
that, to adopt, in favor of the prisoner and in favor of 
less rigor of tho law, tho doctrino which Lord Chief Just>c“ 
Coloridge laid down in tho last case, as far as I kuoWi tk11 
was tried in this Court.

Just before I go to it, there are one or two other matte*? 
in the historical sketch of the learned counsel which I shorn 
like to say a word or. two about. Prosecutions for blasphcllĴ
havo always been spasmodic as far as I know. I  do
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m '3S °̂i ^now aB of them. Sometimes they have been 
time ?rJ eSS numerons, at other times stopping. At the 
man °  'ru '̂rcuc î Revolution there were no doubt a great 
in lJrrr u !Cn ^ ere was a pause. There was a famous one 
Chief0 T i t ’ 16 ^ r‘ ^us^ ce Coleridge, the father of the Lord 
fo , u™ce, and a conviction, and the man was afterwards 
was +-u° 06 ma<̂ > according to the books, and released. There 
¿0 . tle case of Hone, which Mr. Atherley-Jones did refer
the It?  Was three times tried for parodies on the Litany and 
book lanas'an Creed, and, he says, tho Lord’s Prayer; my 
conf •aySiltho Catechism. It may have been that part which 
b o o k ^ ti k ° r(l's  Prayer. He was acquitted ; but the text- 
Work °U * subjcct, Mr. Odgers’s book, a very considerable 
the ' SayS  ̂bave not had an opportunity of referring to 
bbch^0- myself—he was on each occasion acquitted, the 
" ’ritt be*D”  political attacks on the Government and not 
that L  any mtent to ridicule the things parodied. So 
Stoat 6 Seems t° bave done what I suppose would shock a 
f0r ma“ y of us—to have parodied those documents, not 
i°t tl)U Sâ G bringing them into ridicule and contempt, but 
a„,i °, sabo of conducting a successful political campaign 
1'henfi *be Government of the day. That was in 1811 
it) tli .re is the case of tho Queen v. Hetlierington in 1840, 
case 0 reign of the late Queen Victoria. Then there is the 
case ^  before Mr. Justice Coleridge ; there is the civil 
it w where it incidentally arose of Cowan v. Milburn, where 
b'act t i  ̂bKat a man could not be held literally to his con
do^ . let a room for lectures where certain fundamental 
a0t i lnos °f faith were going to be attacked.
Purn °Un̂  keep a contract to let a lecture hi_____ ________
the )°Se' rbben there was a case of 1883. There I think 
iute' : ^ d  counsel perhaps a little left you, no doubt not 
As j  Ioaally, under a wrong impression with regard to that. 
auco ibo various books—I have some acquaint-
Jfr p ' 1“ 1 fho subject, but not of course an accurate one— 
bied ‘ fv?n®b, Mr. boote. and Mr. Ramsey, I think, were 
t° ^  ‘bis Court for publishing somo book which was said 
bo Tir asbbcmous. Mr. Bradlaugh was acquitted, because 
bccau bo was not concerned in tho publication, o: 
of 80 ‘ bo Crown failed to prove that ho was. In the cas< 
nhn c ° ‘ber two, it led to Lord Coleridge giving that sum 
Juty .uP which I am going shortly to quote to you, and the 
batnsU Patbcular case disagreed. It so happened that 
bad 1  ̂an  ̂ F00 ê> an^ b think a third man named Kemp 
JUsy  tried on another occasion, I think before Mr, 
tbCy?° A'Oftb, nnd that the Jury had convicted, and that 
that b • ^eon scn ĉnce(l  and punished. Tho books say that 
it um,ClnS the case the Attornoy General of the day thought 
tb0 j  Cccssary to go on with tho other prosecution, in which 
Upon ,,ry.bad once disagreed, and that thoy woro not put 
Noll,, p 1 bud again, becauso ho entered what is called a
the i.rose2ui- Those, I bcliovc, are tho last cases upon 

^»UDject.
officer ’ you luay possibly remember that one of the police 
°° on! Pr°Ted that the man before you in the dock held up 
got t\yL i°CGas*0U B°mething, and said, “  This is what Foote 
case ^ .m o n t h s  for.”  I supposo ho was referring to thatCase, bnf t ‘ ----  ----- r r ---------— ------------- e> — -
eutirei 1 aru u°t sure' blue word more, and then I  pass 
Bbnd \ law on this subject. Ono can quito under
act; couusel— it ¡3 a common thing to do—attacking tho 
SQcb n.S ^J0 prosecution, and suggesting to tho Jury that 
cotlll Prosecution should not bo brought, and a still more 
“ Whyjibbing is that tho first man who is accused says, 
els0 /  (rla not you prosecuto somebody elso ?" If somebody 
n°t pr U been prosecuted ho would have said : “  Why do you 
\vbat 8e?ute mo ?" Those things are quite common—givo 
bally ,Vcipbt to them you think proper—but they are not 
c‘-xfccut' °**l*mab  subjects for you or me. That is for tho 
police lVf° the country; that is for tho officers of tho 
bay and Mtitr°P°bs, still more for the Minister of the 
to pa ‘ bo Law Officers of the Crown who are responsible 
bntenc1611!011̂  Au<R aoain> t h e r e  is a conviction, what 
1 Hia,v 0 should bo given is for m o; and whatovor sontcuco 
lbo rc?ass’ R R is not desirablo to enforce it, it is again for 
^higat^°UŜ e Minister to grant pardon, or remission, or 
^m onf011 those things are really not for us at this
bbus t aU(̂  with your permission wo will now turn our- 

■bakin °u1t Br?Pcr business.
tlie la\,.” j 0 view least unfavorable to tho prisoner—taking 
follow ,p. ,b° as laid down by Lord Coloridgo— it is as 
"'titer-' b'b*3 is a passage which he quotes from a learned

hbertv'3 f.. utischicvous abuse of this state of intellectual 
the j which calls for penal censure. Tho law visits not 
'nteiit°nCSt errorB> but the malice, of mankind. A wilful 
bcenti'°n l° Porvert' insult, and mislead others by means of 
°r by*0 an<b contumelious abuse applied to sacred subjects, 
t° wniul misrepresentation or wilful sophistry calculated 
of giiin0a<̂ /bo ignorant and unwary, is tho criterion and test 
eyuival ^  naalicious and mischievous intention, or what is 
stat0 of"“ 1 Sucb an intention, in law as well a3 morals—a 
the hr 1 aPatby and indifference to the interests of society—is 

°au boundary between right and wrong.”

That is a passage which he quotes, and then at the end he 
says th is :—

“  You are to judge whether those publications are blas
phemous libels. You have heard a great deal as to the 
expediency of these laws, and as to the expediency of en
forcing them, and it has been truly said that, unless carried 
to an extent no longer possible in this country, they are not 
likely to be effectual. But all this has nothing to do with 
what we have to consider here. The defendant Foote has 
admitted that these publications were intended to be attacks 
on Christianity and on the Hebrew Scriptures, and he has 
cited a number of passages from approved writers which he 
says are to the same effect, and that may be so, and I think 
that some of them are not only similar in matter, but in style 
and manner ; and he urged that, as these never were prose
cuted, the law cannot be, as supposed, on the part of the 
prosecution, - for it could not be that the offence consisted 
only in the style or taste of the publications, and that what 
was blasphemy in a penny paper was not so in more costly 
publications. Now, as to this, let me say that, as I under
stand, it is, and I believe always has been, the law; and at 
all events I now lay it down as law that, if the decencies of 
controversy are observed, even the fundamentals of religion 
may be attacked without the writer being guilty of blas
phemy. But no one can fail to see the difference between 
the works of some of the writers who have been quoted 
and the language used in the publications now before us.”

In that case they were written or printed, and not speeches.
“  And I am obliged to say that it is a difference not only in 

degree, but in kind and nature. There is a grave and earnest 
tone, a reverent—perhaps I might even say a religious—spirit 
about the very attacks on Christianity itself which we find in 
the authors referred to, which shows that what they aimed at 
was not insult to tho opinions of the majority of mankind nor 
to Christianity itself, hut a real, quiet, earnest pursuit of truth. 
And if the truth at which they arrived is not that which you 
and I have hern taught, or at which, perhaps, we might now 
arrive, so it is not because their conclusions differ from ours 
that they are to be deemed fit subject for criminal prosecu
tion.”

Then he quotes something more about theso other writers. 
He sums it u p :—

“  So far as I can judge, some of them used strong and 
coarse expressions of contempt and hatred for the recognised 
truths of Christianity and for the Hebrew Scriptures. But 
this is no argument in favor of the defendant, who has to 
show that he himself has not violated the law; not that 
others are guilty, but that he is not so. It is no defence for 
him to bring forward cases, some of which cannot bo dis
tinguished from his own. His case is before us, and we have 
to deal with it according to law. If these libels—now before 
you—are, in your opinion, permissible attacks upon religious 
belief, then find tho defendants not guilty. But if they arc 
such as do not come within the most liberal view of the law, 
as I have laid it down to you, then your duty is to find the 
defendants guilty.”

Earlier in the caso ho was dealing with Tho King v. Wad- 
dington, tried before Lord Tenterden, I  supposo in tho reign 
of George IV. or Wiiliam IV., and thero tho words of tho 
libel were, “  that Jesus Christ was an impostor and a 
murderer, and a fanatic.”  Tho Lord Chief Justice laid it 
down as a matter of law that that was libel. When the 
caso camo to be argued again before tho full Court, ho 
said:—

“  I told the Jury that any publication in which our Savior 
was spoken of in the language used in tho publication was a 
libel, and I have no doubt whatover that it is a libel to pub
lish of Him that He was an impostor and a murderer.”

Tho next Judge said:—
“  It appears to mo that the direction of tho Lord Chief 

Justice was perfectly right. There can bo no doubt that a 
work which does not merely deny tho Godhead of Jesus 
Christ, hut which states him to havo been an impostor and a 
murderer was, at common law, and still is, a libel.”

The next Judgo says :—
“ I have no doubt wliatevor that any publication in which 

Jesus Christ is spokon of in the language used in this publi
cation is a libel, and the direction was perfectly right in point 
of law.”

Then tho next J udgo say3 :—
“  It is not necessary for me to say whether it bo libollous 

to argue from Scripture against tho Divinity of Christ; that 
is not what tho defendant has done. Tho Legislature has 
not altered the law in that rei.poct, nor can it ever do so 
while the Christian, religion is considered the basis of the 
law.”

In another caso, thoy spoko of general and indecent 
attacks. That is the class of direction which tho Lord 
Chief Justice gavo tire jury here, and that is tho class of 
direction which I givo to you to-day. I  do not put tho law, 
as tho learned advocate, for tho jiurposo of ridiculing tho 
law, put it to you. Whatever may havo been tho law, it is- 
as now laid down by tho Lord Chief Justice in that caso. 
A man is free to think and to say and to teach that which 
he believes about religious matters. I draw the line at 
morals. A man is not froo to toacli licontious doctrine in 
morals, but in matters of religion ho is free to boliove or not
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to believe, and to teach, even if be is teaching unbelief and 
not a positive belief, and he is free to choose the people 
whom he teaches and the place where he teaches; but 
when you come to consider whether he has exceeded the 
permitted limits, you must not forget the place where he 
speaks and the people to whom he speaks. A man is not 
free in a public place, where passers-by, who do not come 
willingly to him, knowing what he is going to say, but who 
may accidently hear his words, and where young people— 
very young people—may quite naturally drift—he is not free 
in such a place to use gross ridicule of subjects which are 
sacred in the opinion of the great majority of the people of 
this country. He is free to put forward arguments, and if 
the arguments occasionally partake of the nature of ridicule, 
the Jury must draw the line, and will probably draw it 
favorably to the man accused. If he is really arguing, and 
arguing for an honest belief in the doctrine or no doctrine 
which he is teaching, he is not, as the law stands to be 
convicted of blasphemous libel; but if he is making, not for 
the sake of argument, a gross and scurrilous attack upon 
doctrines which the people for the most part hold dear, and 
making it in a public place where numbers of other passers- 
by may have their ears offended by hearing i t ; where young 
and immature people may come, and where it might even 
lead to a breach of the peace if hot, warm-hearted believers 
pass b y ; then in my opinion he would be within the law as 
to blasphemous libel, putting it in the construction which is 
most favorable to the Prisoner.

With that direction, Gentlemen, I now propose, though it 
is a painful thing to do, to read over to you once again, with 
possibly here and there some comment, the passages which 
have been picked out by the Prosecution as being criminal, 
or the most criminal, passages of the speeches. One word 
before I do that. Remember that he is entitled to ask you 
to look at the whole scope of the whole speech in con
struing any particular passage. So also is the Crown 
entitled to ask you to look at the whole scope of the whole 
speech in construing the particular passages. A man in 
speaking in particular may slip into something which he 
does not mean to say, and therefore it is moro important to 
look at the whole scope and at the whole address when you 
are considering a particular passage.

Now I am going also to work upon the summary taken by 
the shorthand writer. On tho first occasion he began by 
referring to the Pall Mall Gazette as having given him an 
advertisement. Then he says, “  I am going to poison all 
you young men this morning. I don’t believe that Jesus 
Christ ever lived or was. I am out to ridicule this foolish 
superstition. The people are sick to death of Christianity, 
and they come here ”  (this is the next passage) “  for some
thing else. I said tho God of your Bible was an immoral 
old savage. I call the God of your Bible an immoral old 
savage.”  Then tho next passage. lie  has just said that 
Christianity is all “  swank.”

“  If I knew a man believed Christianity I would kill him. 
They drink their Christianity in Scotch. Here you will 
notice the people come out of church, and as soon as the 
church doors shut the pub opens. Their motto should be,
‘ Come unto me all who are beery and I will send you home 
heavily laden.’ ”

on send subscriptions to 24 Fairbank-street.”  That is his 
house. Then the next passage is th is:—

“ No man knows more about God than I do. I P. 
common sense in place of Christianity. I do not believe io 
Noah and his blooming ark. That is what a man would say’ 
People some years ago spoke loud, thinking God would bear 
them. They thought he was only up over the telegraph 
wires.”

That may be a coarse way of putting that people thought1 
God was up in the sky, and not everywhere. I do not know 
that one would especially complain of that passage. 11 Th0 
Bible is a filthy production.”  What do you say about that. 
Gentlemen, bearing in mind that what you have got to con
sider to a great extent is whether this language is language 
calculated to wound people who hear it or read it, and wound 
them more than if they were struck a blow ? That is wba» 
you have to consider— if it is language bringing into con
tempt the sacred Persons of the Trinity, or of our Lord, ot 
the first Person of the Trinity or the third Person of the 
Trinity, trying to bring the doctrines into contempt add 
ridicule, in a way that will be seriously hurtful to the peopl0 
who hear it. Now, as I have said, whether it is ridicule or 
whether the matter is intended to be legitimate argument is 
an item you have got to consider, and before I read tho Pa3' 
sage in the second address, I want to read these words ft0® 
the shorthand notes. “  If you want to cry, go to tha 
meeting [pointing to the Christian meeting]. If you wan» 
to laugh, come to this meeting.”  Then he said, “  There a1® 
smutty things in the Bible.”  Then came the words, “ 
call God an immoral savage.”  That seems to me m0re 
precise than tho other way. It is not the God of the Bibl0' 
but, “  I call God an immoral savage.” That is perhaps cor
rected and modified in the next passage.

“  I call God from the teaching of the Bible an imm°r̂  
savage. There is no criminal who is not so bad as this red- 
handed, black-hearted God. Campbell calls God ‘ simple aD 
silly.’ Your God of the Bible is an immoral savage. There 
is no criminal in your gaols to-day who is so heartless as y°u 
Jehovah of the Jews.”

Then comes the last speech. He refers there again, not 
the passage you have got, but in tho shorthand notes which 
I am reading, to people going home straight from the church 
and going to tho public-house. Then he says: “ I am °u 
hero to make the people laugh.”  Then ho attacks the Salv0' 
tion Army. “  I am one of those who work for a living, aIJC 
I come here to talk because it gives me pleasure. Why a*e 
you asleep so long ? I want to wake you up.” T h en 0 
attacks some of the singing, and he says there is no Trinity1 
1 The police have stopped our collection ; that means h° 

difference to mo. You can buy our literature and help 10 
that way.” Then it may be said in his favor, this was aft0 
provocation. Still you have got to consider, and grave1; 
consider, this passage which I must read :—

“  Jesus Christ was never married, and it says in the 3 ^ 6 
that he went up and down the country teaching with ; 
prostitutes. It is in your own Bible. I do not believe tn*
he ever lived, and therefore that lie did not go with ^  

Prostitutes ! These girls are all Christians, a0 
- - - - -  - -anw

prostitutes, 
not one of them an Atheist, 
won’t help us a bit.”

All this piffle about Christia11

Now I pause for a moment. These are matters entirely for 
you and not for me ; but I suggest these matters for your 
guidance. For a man to say, much as we may regret that 
he should say, that he disbelieved in tho historical existence 
of our Savior, and did not believe he had ever come—foolish, 
really, historically as that is, as everybody will tell you— is 
not in my opinion blasphemy. I should not think s o ; I 
should not advise you to convict a man for that passage. 
The second passage ¡h a different matter. I do not say quite 
the same considerations apply. “  I call the God of your 
Bible an immoral old savage.” Possibly that might be meant 
to mean, in tho way you look at tho Old Testament you 
make God into a savage; that might be, if you tako that 
view, not blasphemy. Parodies of phrases, beautiful and 
religious as they are, such as this passage about the public- 
house. are again not in themselves blasphemy, still less arc 
parodies of hymns blasphemy. But when you are considering 
the whole nature and scope of the man’s address, you aro to 
take all those matters into consideration. Now comes a 
graver passage.

“ I used to eat my God when I was a Christian. The same 
thing did not happen to me that happened to the Virgin 
Mary, when the bishop put his big, fat hand on my head and 
I received the Holy Ghost.”

Consider that passage, Gentlemen, in tho light of tho instruc
tions that I have given you, and say whether you think that 
blasphemous libel or not. At that time, Gentlemen, he had 
been prohibited from collecting, and I read this passage, in 
his speech, which is not part of tho incriminating matter 
and is not blasphemy at a ll ; but I read it in order that you 
may consider whether it throws any light upon the man’s 
whole conduct: “  Those who want to see the propaganda go

Then ho answered another opponent in this w ay :—
“ No man would believe that a child was born of a Virij10] 

What would you think if it happened in your own fain’ ,{e 
You go to Mr. Plowden for an affiliation order against »B 
Holy Ghost. Cod, who knows everything, started to 
something, and God who is everywhere was confi0 
somewhere. I do not believe in striking a man on one s10 ’ 
and I do not believe that of turning the other side to rccel . 
another blow. There is a man now doing timo for keep’1’“ 
up to tho Bible. I would rather worship the sun, the 
of all light, than to worship a Nazareno or a Jesus. a°fl( 
religion is now on the down-grade all over Europe.
religion of the future will be an honorable roligion.”

it.I read the whole passage because it is all in tho indictu>e 
I do not read it because it is all of equal importance. , ( 

Now those aro tho passages. Mr. Bodkin, tho Counsel .( 
tho Crown, said, when ho opened this matter to you, tba 
this man had had a lecture-hall, and invited people in °̂ ^  
he might do as much as he pleased—or some such phrase 
that. Blasphemy which is real blasphomy is blaspb0 
everywhere. There are cases where tho place and 
audience will make a difference, but I think what ^ 
Bodkin rather meant to say is this, and I daresay be 0 
right: tho executive authority, the people who pat A j, 
law in motion, will not interfere in cases, or I, Mr. Bod0 
do not think they will interfere in cases—or at any 101 
they have not interfered in cases— where a man ^ ¡ ¡ ¡ g  
lecture-hall, and people who go there have fair wa10’  ̂
what they aro going to hear, where children and y0lLi 
people can be kept out or turned away. But it is aU°-soC 
story when that sort of thing, if it is poison, is p A o  
administered in tho ears of all who pass by. A naan <’ 
says himself, “  I am going to poison all you young 03
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including young people, who cannot be prevented from 
straying out to a street orator, and when a word catches 
their ear they cannot forget it, or a word attracts them to 
the meeting, and they come and hear more. You must not 
leave those considerations out. Was it, or was it not, blas
phemous for this man at this place and to this audience to 
nse some of this language, not necessarily all, but some ? If 
you think that the Crown has made that out, it is for you, 
under the direction which I  give, to consider. I f you think 
that this is not fair, reverential, and respectful argument in 
favor of the man’s belief, but gratuitous ridicule, or mis
chievous invective, or dangerous sophistry, as one of the 
cases say, then you will find this man guilty. You need not 
study every passage. It is enough if you find him guilty on 
one. If you do not think that, then you will find him not 
guilty. Consider your verdict, Gentlemen.

(The Jury conferred.)
The Clerk of tub  C ouf.t : Have you considered your 

^ ¡ c t ,  Gentlemen ?
The F oreman of tub  J u r y : My Lord, the Ju ry  return a 

v«4ict of having used blasphemons language.
The Clerk of the C ourt : You say the Prisoner is guilty, 

aDd that is the verdict of all of you ?
The F oreman of the  J ury : G uilty . .

,, "It. Atherley- J ones : My Lord, I think this is the right
•me I should do so, and I  ask your Lordship to state a case 

I'pou the question of law involved in the point as to whether 
tl16 direction of Lord Coleridge, which your Lordship 
aPPears to have followed, is the test as to whether or no
we „t-------  ̂ j ------- --------hi—i-  •- iawbla ' r da cIlarg°d against the Prisoner constitute in 
shin, ®t?ons libel. Secondly my Lord, upon your Lord- 
■»hi ? ^ rc°l'l°ri) as I understand it, to the Jury, questions 
wh +k  ̂ Bubmit with great respect are extraneous, namely, 
of n ^  wor^s used wore such as might shock the ears 
Sp0j ss®ra-hy, or tend to a breach of the peace, or were 
Joum,11 *Q- a Public place, so that they might be heard by 
'voriv’ c^Hdren and so deprave theirjmorals— whether those 
to °r ^ ose  circumstances affect the question of law as 
Sub Aether or not this was blasphemous libel. My Lord, I 
is ' l suPPort of the first ground of my application there 
onin’ a'nlT ground for reasonable doubt, in view of tho 

^ e x p r e s s e d  by another Judge.

T Mi:
jQdge—i

Justice Puillimore : What other Judge ? 
r' Atuerley-Jones : Mr. Justice Stephen— one other. 

t0 •a0” , " 1*'. true, I think, the only Judge who had occasion 
^eal with or did deal with the matter, 
j j  ' “ 0I)kin : You mean in the article which you read ? 

in ^ ^ ey.Jones : My learned friend is perfectly right, 
that t ou*' ^ a t  ^  was u°i; said judicially; but I think 
im at a“ y rate it involves a question of sufficient public 

and interest to justify me in asking and in 
t]jg upon your Lordship, if I may use the expression, 
bein°^ 18ation of granting the facilities for that question 
°Ut  ̂^  by law in other places. I need hardly point 
junio ° ,T°ur Lordship, as I am reminded by my learned 
it w„ II this trial had taken placo a few weeks hence,
vigjoa d have been competent for mo, subject to the pro- 
now  ̂ -k0 Statute, to have appealed as of right. I  am
ther S? oaa*ng of the new Criminal Appeal Law, and although 
Wfi0i '? ,a cettain right reserved to the Judge, still on the

jjj, 1118 generally recognised------
reoo ' . STjICE P u il l im o r e : D o not let us havo “ generally 
r>°ht I0!1 U3 have law. Tho appeal is not as of

°Mr' 4 ° aPPeaI I® granted by leave of tho Court of Appeal. 
Appea] 1IBRLEY-Jones : By leave of the Judge or Court of

of HM:iD,STICB Phillimore : You may apply to the Court as
Mr a- 0 grant lcave-ain o’ fTHERLBY-JoNEs: I agree. When I say generally, I 

decisin  ̂ enthlcd to say that because there is no judicial 
into o uP°n i t ; but obviously the Act which will como 
aIford^?:at’ on very shortly is supposed to be intended to 
only M orally  the right to appeal. Therefore, my Lord, I 

that as an argument in favor of your acceding 
s°<fiew}C<iUesdi’ because some very important, and I may say 
Your r a°, abstruse questions, with all duo deferenco to 
Ctoi»„ °r(Iship’s viow, may bo considered by the Court of 

Mr. B aS68 Re»erved.
Mr! j  0I)KIN : I do not know whether I have any right-----

k°dkin Phillimore : I do not -want to hear you Mr.
1° the Ji ^tlicrley. Jones, I have pointed out in my address
correct ^  Justice Stephen’s view of the law was
that thr.^o-1 do. n°t deny that your client was guilty, and 
tavQiabl fu00^ 011 which I have given to the Jury is more 
Possibi i t0au Ibat which Mr. Justice Stephen might 
i0t the c aV° authorised. I cannot possibly state a case 
. 6 str •°Ui  ̂ ^ rown Cases Reserved as to whether I
That is f,laed the law in favor of the Prisoner or not. 
p 6 other 6 answcr to the first question. With regard to 
^QIericlf,0 i 0l.nt> directly ono applies tho criterion of Lcrd 

°  18 obvious that the persons to whom and the

place where the speech is made, must be elements in the 
consideration of the case, and therefore on those two 
grounds I  regret that I must decline your appplication. 
(To the Prisoner.) Harry Boulter, there is that in this case 
which makes me more sorry than I should be in another. 
You state more than once in these speeches that you have
been a Christian and have been a believer....... I cannot help
feeling and thinking that some unfortunate misconception, 
possibly some unfortunate teaching, as to what is Chris
tianity and what are the truths of Christianity has led to 
your change of belief. There is that in these speeches 
which leads me to hope, as a Christian man, that the time 
may yet come when you may see that this has been mis
conception, and when the scales may fall from your eyes, 
and I  humbly hope that may be the case. With regard to 
what is to be done now that the Jury have convicted you, I 
have this to say. One main object of criminal prosecution 
is the prevention of crime. Having regard to the fact that 
you spoke only, and have not disseminated your opinions by 
printing and publishing, I am disposed to deal with you 
more leniently than I otherwise should, and having regard 
to the fact also that prevention is the main object, I am not 
disposed, if I can secure your abstaining from like speeches 
in the future, to inflict any definite punishment upon you. 
Now I propose to let you out on bail as before, and postpone 
sentence in this matter till Saturday morning; and if by 
Saturday you can present to me a satisfactory undertaking 
and submission on your part not to continue these public 
speeches of this blasphemous nature, of which the Jury has 
now found you to be guilty, I shall be disposed to merely 
bind you over to come up for judgment when called upon. 
I should take your word, properly and carefully expressed, 
without more. But I think the law would require mo to get 
the additional security that you should be bound over, in 
order that if— which I do not for a moment anticipate— you 
broke your word, the Court might deal with you. Now I do 
not ask you for any statement to-day, and I am not goiDg to 
hear anything to-day; but if your bail is hero I am going to 
release you on bail, or whenever your bail attends, to como 
on Saturday for judgment. In tho meanwhile consult your 
counsel or your solicitor, and I think the best way in which 
your undertaking could be put would be in the form of an 
affidavit, having regard to this being a case of misdemeanor 
— something in writing. I am not going to draft i t ; but 
something in writing which will satisfy me that you will 
discontinue this class of speech will be enough for my 
purpose.

(The Prisoner teas released on bail.)

The “ Blasphemy ” Defence Fund.

John Grange, 10s. Gd. ; Atheist, 2s. Gd. ; Three Carlisle 
Freethinkers, 8s. ; W. Wright, Is. ; A. W. Hutty, Is. ; W. K. 
Ilutty, Is. ; A .L . C., 2s. ; T. II. Elstob, 2s. Gd. ; M. J. Charter, 
Is. ; J. Easton, Is. ; D. Gerber, 2s. ; L. Kelsey, 2s. ; Gregory 
Scott, 3s. ; W. B., 2s. Gd. ; Thomas Evans, 5s. ; A. R. Brown, 
23. Gd. ; Anna Lamont, 2s. ; Edinburgh Sympathisers (per
A. Martin), 10s. ; L. Devereux, 2s. Gd. ; T. Hopkins, £1 ; 
Dr. E. B. Foote (New York), £ 2 ; F. J. Voisey, 10s. Gd. ; C. H. 
Howson, Is. ; R. Castillo, 2s. Gd. ; P. W. Madden, £1 ; F. F. 
and S. Deano, 10s. ; Mr. and Mrs. Clark, 2s. ; T. A., 2s. ; 
N. R., 2s.; E. Oldham, Is. ; D. Winterton, 2s.; Mr. Carvell, 
Is. ; J. Ainge and other Leicester Secularists, 4s. ; Glasgow 
Collection at Mr. Foote’s Lecture, £1 ;

Per Miss E . M. Vance :— G. Ehrmann, £1 Is.; Justice, 4s.; 
C. Shepherd, 5s.; Henry Foyster, 5s. ; Rear Rank, 5s. ; F. C. 
Savile, 5s. ; R. Robinson, 2s. Gd. ; T. M. Brown, 2s. Gd. ;
B. L. R., 5s.

Correction :— W. Horricks 2s. should have been 20s. ; Ton 
Pentro Freethinkers 8s. should have been 11s. Mistakes 
will occasionally happen in the rush of our work, with only 
one pair of hands to do everything, including the drudgery.

PROVIDENTIAL WARNING.
“  There is good in iverything,” says I.
“  ’Tis that thunder is for. ’Tis so that you can dodge the 

lightning.” _________

GENEROUS.
Mr. P ious: “  I have nothing but praise for the new 

minister.”
Mr, Doubtful: 11 So I noticed when the plate came around.”

H e r m it , n. A person whose vices and follies are not 
sociable.— Ambrose Bierce.
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SUNDAY LECTURE NOTICES, etc.

Notices of Lectures, eto., must reach us by first post on Tuesday 
and be marked “  Lecture Notice,” if not sent on postcard.

LONDON.
K ingston-on-T hames H umanitarian Society (Fife Hall, Fife- 

road) : 7.30, F. A. Davies, “ Beligion and Reform.”
W est H am B ranch N. S. S. (Workman’ s Hall, Romford-road, 

Stratford) : 7.30, W. J. Ramsey, “  Crimes of Christianity.” 
Selections by the Band before lecture.

W oolwich (Town Hall) : 7.30, C. Cohen, “  Is Christianity a 
Failure ?”

COUNTRY.
B irmingham B ranch N. S. S. (Town Hall) : G. W. Foote, 3, 

“ The World to Come: With Some Reference to Sir Oliver 
Lodge ” ; 7, “  The Doom of the Gods.” Orchestral selections at 
3.30 and 6.15.

E dinbuegh B ranch N.S.S. (84, Leith-street) : G.30, Mr. Pryde, 
“  Everlasting Punishments.”

F ailswobth (Secular Sunday School, Pole-lane) : 6.30, A. E. 
Killip, “  The Growth of Secularism.”

Glasgow (Hall, 110 Brunswick-street) : J. T. Lloyd, 12 noon, 
“  Empty Dreams and Vanishing Ghosts” ; 6.30, “ The Safety- 
lamp of Life.”

M anchester B ranch N. S. S. (Secular Hall, Rusholme-road) : 
H. Percy Ward, 3, “  Why Socialists Should Attack Christianity 
6.30, “  Blasphemy and Blasphemers.” With limelight illustra
tions. Tea at 5.

South Shields (above Tram Hotel, Market-place) : 7.30, Busi
ness Meeting.

Outdoor.
E dinburgh B ranch N. S. S. (The Meadows) : 3, a Lecture.

TRUE MORALITY i
Or, The Theory and Practice of Neo-Malthusianism,

IS, I BELIEVE,

T H E  BEST BOOK
OS THIS SUBJECT.

Superfine Large-paper Edition, 176 paget, vcith Portrait and Auto
graph, bound in cloth, gilt-lettered, pott free I t .  a copy.

In order that it may have a large circulation, and to bring it 
within the reach of the poor, I have issued

A POPULAR EDITION IN PAPER COVERS.
A copy of this edition post free for 2d. A dozen oopiea, for dis

tribution, post free for one shilling.
The National Reformer of September 4, 1692, says: “ Mr.

Holmes's pamphlet.......is an almost unexceptional statement
of the Neo-Malthusianism theory and praotice.......and through
out appeals to moral fooling.......The epeoial valao of Mr.
Holmes'0 Bervioe to tho Neo-Malthusian cause and to human 
well-being generally is 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 
secared, and an offer to all oonoerned of the requisites at the 
lowest possible prioes.”

The Counoil of the Malthusian Loague, Dr. Drysdale, Dr. 
AUbntt, and othors, have also spoken of it In very high torma. 

Order! should be sent to the author,
J. R. HOLMES, EAST HANNEY, WANTAGE.

Thwaites’ Liver* Pills.
TKe Best Family Medicine in the World.

Will cure Liver, Kidney, and all Stomach Diseases effectually.
Good or Heart Troubles and Cardiac Complaints, Female 

Ailments, Anaemia.
Is. lid . and 2s. 9d. per Box.

Post ree 14 or 33 stamps. Directions with each box.
G. THWAITES, Herbalist,

2, Church Iiow, Stockton-on-Tees, and 
24, Linthorpe Road, Middlesbrough. 

THWAITES’ LIVER PILLS are not Sugar-coated or got up to 
deceive, nor factory made, but are made from Herbs by a Herbalist 
of nearly 40 years’ experience in curing disease with Herb3 and 

preparations from them.

Take a Road o f Your Own
Or, Individuality and Mental Freedom

By COLONEL R. G. INGERSOLL
PRICE ONE PENNY

W ANTED, for office purposes, copy of Prisoner for 
Blasphemy, by G. W. Foote. Price to N .S.S. Secretary, 

2 Newcastle-street, Farringdon-street, E.C.

THE BOOK OF GOD
IN THE LIGHT OF THE HIGHER CRITICISM. 

B y  G . W . F O O T E .

“  I have read with great pleasure yoni Book oj God. You have 
shown with perfect clearness the absurdity of Dean Farrar's 
position I congratulate you on your book. It will do great good, 
because it is filled with the best of sense expressed with force and 
beauty."—Colonel I ngereoll.

“ A volume we strongly recommond........Ought to bo in the
hands of every earnest and sincere inquirer."—Reynoldt’t Neva- 
paper.

Bound in Scout Paper Covers- - • • 1 /- 
Bound in Good C l o t h ............................. 2 /-

FLOWERS of FREETHOIJGHT
By G. W . FOOTE.

First Series, cloth ■ • - - 2s. 6d.
Second Series, cloth • - . - 2s. 6d.

Contains soores of entertaining and informing Essays a”‘* 
Articles on a great variety of Freethonght topics.

THE

MARTYRDOM OF HYPATIA;
OB, THE

DEATH OF THE CLASSICAL WORLD.

An Address delivered at Chicago by

M. M. M Ä N G Ä S Ä R I Ä N .

Will be forwarded, post free, for

THREE HALFPENCE.
T he P ioneer P ress, 2 Newcaetie-stroet, Farringdon-street.

Colonel Ingersoll’s Last Lecture.

WHAT IS RELIGION?
An Address delivered beforo tho American Free Religion" 

Association at Boston, Juno 2, 1899,

Price Twopence.

SE C U LA R  ED U CATIO N .

«COL. IN G E R S O L L ’S
ADVICE TO PARENTS.

KEEP CHILDREN OUT OF CHURcf* 
AND SUNDAY SCHOOL.

“ Nothing is More Outrageous than to Take Adva*1' 
tage of the Helplessness of Childhood to SoW 

in the Brain the Seeds of Error.”

A Four-page Tract for Distribution. 6d. per 100, post l(ee 
Stamped envelope for Specimen Copy, from tho 

N. S. S. SECRETARY, 2 NEWCASTLE STREET, E-C‘
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T H E  S E C U L A R  S O C I E T Y ,
(LIMITED)

Qompanfg Limited by Guarantee.
Registered Office—2 NEWCASTLE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 

Chairman of Board of Directors—Mk, Q. W. FOOTE. 
Secretary—EE, M. VANCE (Miss),

, 0 .®°0!6*y was formed in 1S98 to afford legal seoority to the 
T h^r and 8PPU°BHon of funds for Secular purposes.

ObientMetnorsu(inm of Association sets forth that the Sooiuty'a 
•houia 016'—Yo Promo5e the principle that human oonduct 
oatur 1 k baosd nPon natural knowledge, and not upon super
end ? i an^ 4̂ at human welfare in this world is the proper 
To n Q l bought and action. To promote freedom of inquiry. 
E1 ."rom°ts universal Seoular Education. To promoto the corn
il ,® .1a??UIar*Bat'i0n of the State, etc., eto. And to do all such 
hoM ‘° in®3 aa are conducive to suoh objects. Also to have, 
or be reoe*70> an  ̂retain any sums of money paid, given, devised, 
tv,« 1aeathed by any person, and. to employ the same for any of 
'^purpcaes of the Society.
shonM bUity °f “ embers is limited to £1, in oase the Society 
liaVi!iHiBVer wound up and the assets were insufficient to cover 

Unties—a most unlikely contingency.
^ “ bers pay an entrance fee of ton shillings, and a subsequent 

Ny subscription of five shillings.
I9, 0 Sooiety has a considerable number of members, but a much 

number is desirable, and it is hoped that some will be 
it „ ♦« arnongat those who read this announcement. Ail who join 
iti r iciPata *n control of its business and the trusteeship of 
tj0 0a°uroes. It is expressly provided in tho Articles of Associa
t e  R * no m0mber, as such, shall derive any sort of profit from 
ai, society, either by way of dividend, bonus, or interest, or in 

¿  Way whatever.
..-the 8nnW.„>,'s affairs arc managed by an eleoted Board of 

tWelv °f not less than five and not more than
___70 members, one-third of whom retire (by ballot) each year,

but are capable of re-eleotlon. An Annual General Meeting of 
members must be held in London, to reoeive the Report, eleit 
new Directors, and transact any other business that may arist.

Being a duly registered body, the Seoular Society, LImitec', 
oan reoeive donations and bequests with absolute security. 
Those who are in a position to do so are invited to make 
donations, or to insort a bequest in the Society’s favor in their 
wills. On this point there need net bo the slightest apprehension. 
It is quite impossible to set aside such bequests. The executors 
hBve no option but to pay them over in the ordinary oonree cf 
administration. No objection of any kind has been raised in 
conueotion with any of the wills by whioh the Sooiety has 
already been benefited.

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

A Form of Bequest.—The following is a suffioienl fc-rm of 
bequest for insertion in the wills of testators :—“ I give and
“ bequeath to the Seoular Sooiety, Limited, the sum of £ -----
" freo from Legacy Duty, and I direct that a receipt signed by 
“ two members of the Board of the said Sooiety and the Secretary 
“ thereof shall be a good discharge to my Exeoutors for the 
" said Legacy.”

Friends of the Sooiety who have remembered it in their with, 
or who intend to do so, should formally notify the Seoretarv if  
the faot, or send a private intimation to the Chairman, who wiil 
(if desired) treat it as strictly confidential. This is not necessary, 
bnt it is advisable, as wills sometimes get lost or mislaid, ar d 
their contents have to be established by competent testimony.

WORKS BY G. W. FOOTE.
T h e is m  a n d  m o r a l i t y  2d„ post 4a.
Bib e e  h a n d b o o k  f o r  f r e e t h i n k e r s  a n d  i n -

N'-HRING CHRISTIANS. A new edition, revised and 
andaornely printed. Cheap edition, paper cover, la. 6d. : 

clo‘h 2a. 6d., post 2Jd.
1BBe  ROMANCES. Popular edition, with Portrait, paper 

bcl-> post 2Jd. Superior edition (100 pages), cloth 2s., 
Post 2Jd.

CHRISTIANITY AND PROGRESS. Second and cheaper 
edition. Recommendod by Mr. Robert Blatchford in God 
and 1My Neighbor. Id., post Jd.

CHRISTIANITY AND SECULARISM. Four Nights’ Public 
ebate with tho Rev. Dr. James McCann. Paper, I s . ; 

cl°th Is. 6d., post 2d.
RIMES OF CHRISTIANITY. Hundreds of rofercrces are 

b>vcn to standard authorities. No pains have boen spared to 
ake tho work a complete, trustworthy, final, unanswerable 

J1 . tmont of Christianity. The Tree is judged by its 
ruit. Cloth (214 pp.), 2s. 6d., post 3d.

05110 SERMONS AND OTHER FANTASIAS. 8d., post Id.
j HI ON GOD. Containing all tho passages in tho works 

Up 1 JJarw’n bearing on the subject of religion. Gd., post Id.
H'ENCE OF FREE SPEECH. Three hours' Address to the 

Jry before Lord Coleridge. With Special Preface and 
many Footnotes. 4d „ post Id.

HIPPin g  THE DE V IL: and Other Freo Church Per- 
IT n manoea- 2d„ post 4 .̂

V ^ R S  OF FREETHOUGHT. First Series, cloth, 2s. 6d., 
Got! 1 ®econfl Series, cloth 2s. Gd., post 3d.

SAVE THE KING. An English Republican’s Coronation 
N°tes. 2d., post jd.

0E SCIENCE LIBEL CASE, with Full and True 
lS[p 00U]at of the “  Leeds Orgie3.” 3d., post Id.

HlEL DEATH-BEDS. Second edition, much enlarged. 
It?’  ̂ ’ ’ Post Id. Superfine paper in cloth, la. 3d., post 14d.
[R c f RVlEW WITH THE DEVIL. 2d., post 4a.

HClALigM SOUND? Four Nights’ Public Debate with 
x »>0 Besant. Is., po3t 14d. j cloth, 2s., post 2Jd.

DEFENDED AGAINST ARCHDEACON 
J0HN m  AIi> 2d-’ P°sfc
GRt t  M0RLEY A s a  FREETHINKER. 2d., post 4a.
LpJ~EllS TO THE CLERGY. (128 pp.). Is., post 2d.
^ T E R S  TO JESUS CHRIST. 4d.. post 4a.

YeriL PiYE CHAPTERS; or, Hugh Prioo Hughes’ Con- 
^ jo r t e d  Atheist. Id., post 4a.

2d BE?ANT’S THEOSOPHY. A Candid Criticism. Post 4a.

MY RESURRECTION. A Missing Chapter from the Gospel 
of Matthew. 2d., post 43-

PECULIAR PEOPLE. An Open Lettor to Mr. Justice Wills. 
Id., post Jd.

PHILOSOPHY OF SECULARISM. 3d., post 4a.
REMINISCENCES OF CHARLES BRADLAUGH. 6d.. 

post Id.
ROME OR ATHEISM? The Great Alternative. 3d., post Id.
ROYAL PAUPERS. Showing what Royalty does for the 

People and what the People do for Royalty. 2d., post 4d.
SALVATION SYRUP; or, Light on Darkest England. A 

Reply to General Booth. 2d., post 4d.
SECULARISM AND THEOSOPHY. A Rejoinder to Mrs. 

Besant. 2d., post 4d.
THE BOOK OF GOD, in the Light of the Higher Criticism, 

With Special Reference to Dean Farrar’s Apology. Paper. 
I s .; cloth, 2s., post 2d.

THE GRAND OLD BOOK. A Reply to the Grand Old Man. 
An Exhaustive Answer to the Right Hon. W. E. Gladstone’s 
Impregnable Rock of Holy Scripture. I s .; bound in cloth, 
Is. Gd., post 14a.

THE BIBLE GOD. 2d., post 4d.
THE ATHEIST SHOEMAKER and the Rev. Hugh Price 

Hughes. Id., post 4d.
THE IMPOSSIBLE CREED. An Open Letter to Bishop 

Magoe on tho Sermon on the Mount. 2d., post 4d.
THE SIGN OF THE CROSS. A Candid Criticism of Mr.

Wilson Barret’s Play. 6d., post 14a.
THE DYING ATHEIST. A Story. Id., post 4a.
THEISM OR ATHEISM? Public Debato between G. W. 

Foote and the Rev. W. T. Lee. Verbatim Report, revised 
by both Disputants. Well printed and neatly bound. 
Is., post 14a.

THE NEW CAGLIOSTRO. An Open Letter to Madame 
Blavatsky. 2d., post 4d.

THE JEWISH LIFE OF CHRIST. Being the Sepher Toldoth 
Jeshu, or Book of the Generation of Jesns. Edited, with an 
Historical Preface and Voluminous Notes, by G. W. Foote 
and J. M. Wheeler. Gd., post Id.

THE PASSING OF JESUS. The Last Adventures of the 
First Messiah. 2d., post 4d-

WAS JESUS INSANE ? A Searching Inquiry into tho Mental 
Condition of the Prophet of Nazareth. Id., post 4d.

WHAT IS AGNOSTICISM? With Observations on Hnxlev, 
Bradlaugh, and Ingersoll, and a Reply to George Jacob 
Holyoake ; also a Defence of Atheism. 3d., post Jd- 

WHO WAS THE FATHER OF JESUS? 2d„ post 4a. 
WILL CHRIST SAVE US? Gd., poet la.

The Pioneer Press, 2 Newoastle-street, Farringdon-streefc, London, E.O.
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DEFENCE OF FREE SPEECH
BY

G. W. FOOTE.
Being a Three Hours’ Address to the Jury before the Lord Chief Justice of England, in answer to

an Indictment for Blasphemy, on April 2i, 1883.
W it h  Sp e c ia l  P r e f a c e  a n d  m a n y  F o o t n o t e s .

Price FOUR PENCE, Post free FIVE PENCE,
THE PIONEER PRESS, 2 NEWCASTLE STREET, FARRINGDON STREET, LONDON, E.C.

NEW PAMPHLET BY 0 . COHEN.
SOCIALISM, ATHEISM, AND CHRISTIANITY.

P R I C E  O N E  P E N N Y ,
(Postage One Halfpenny.)

A Pamphlet that should be in the hands of all Socialists and Freethinkers. 

THE PIONEER PRESS, 2 NEWCASTLE STREET, FARRINGDON STREET, LONDON, E.O.

A N E W -T H E  THIRD-EDITION
OF

FROM FICTION TO FACT.
By F. BONTE.

(.IS S U E D  B Y  T H E  S E O U L  AH  S O C IE T Y , L T D .)

R E V ISE D  A N D  EN LA R G ED .

S H O U L D  B E  S C A T T E R E D  B R O A D C A S T ,
Sixty-Four Pages. ONE PENNY.

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

THE NEW TESTAMENT MANUSCRIPTS:
OR,

Christianity Completely Undermined.
W I T H  F A C - S I M I L E S  O F  M S S .

By J O S E P H  S Y M E S ,

A New Edition. Price THREE PENCE.
Post free, T H R E E  PENCE HALFPENNY.

THE PIONEER PRESS, 2 NEWCASTLE STREET, FARRINGDON STREET, LONDON, E.C-

Printed and Pobliahed by Tus F e k ib c d s h i  P oblibhihg Co., Limited, i  Newoastle-Btreet, Farringdonatreet, London, E.O.


