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the e>̂ aPs the most solemn conceptions that have caused 
and ?‘!<°̂  fitting  and suffering, the conceptions “ God ” 
ance J ln>”  one day seem to us of no more import- 
an ni 7lan a child's plaything or a child’s pain seems to

® man.-—Nietzsche.

Clearing the Course.

thounU* does be ^°° sure> and I am glad I only
I eho l̂ my ar^ cle on “ l-1088 and Gain ” was the last 
ti0n p.have to write on the “ blasphemy ” prosecu- 
pen ‘ ^rcumstances call for another article from my 
reasp/  ai?  really sorry, but I cannot help it— as my

A W fWiI1 Bee-
J ^ t e r  reached me this (Tuesday) morning from 
n"~ ° s 6r‘ thanks me for my “ personal kind- 
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And
c°nne f  Br t0 Pr0v0nC any misunderstanding, m 
siog. ,(ta)n with another matter, he says in conclu- 
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taan’ , a° wing a little what it must have cost a busy

likeŝ °nld*h° yonrsolf*” That is all right, and as it 
attorn-1 b0 ’ ôr * have given a great deal of time and 
* atter°*  to this case. And now for the other

“ ^ 1 . Monitor is sorry I did not agree with his 
IHeith°n *Q compromising on the language.” Well, 
Hot gj-61" agreed nor disagreed. It was his business, 
to igv ne.’ although, like everyone else, I am entitled 
as I L 0!11? '00 about it, which I have expressed as far 
" « j- • re to. Mr. Boulter adds, however, that he was

by letters and telegram by several leading 
8te& v, r8,°t another section of the party ” to take the 
$ e \ u e did ^
thiP h° u^ht

'in the best interest of Freethought.’ 
i8< j  «— I should “ not be surprised to hear’ 

for am not. Mr. Boulter knew where to come 
»hick ¿ r  ‘ -a help in his defence; the advice on
Send K; 6 a°tod when he stood before a judge able to 
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f tQergene 618 Wou*d l00!1 f°r guidance in a dangerous 
the wK * as be 8Peaks, or professes to speak,

8,11 answer ° 6 body “ Rationalists,” I will give him

article would have been easier to 
l<= had been

ft^6r thr an<̂  eV*l
laat ]je .0ugh nearly five columns. The result is 
?ates and^^116-11̂ ^  contradicts himself. He depre- 
r ,cotnuiJÛ ifiG8 the prosecution. He says there 
elief8 ” v 0 liberty in England to attack Christian 

tkbieveQ)R f t  Bays ii* “ would be a fine and worthy 
» °aght Rnt have all the laws that hamper Free- 

a rjase.d from the Statute-Book.” Thus he 
«lowing hot and cold to the end of the
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It ?®r quarter. 
a0sweriVer^ UnPl0a8ant to have to say this, but I am 
Put for*1̂  a 0hallenge. Mr. Boulter’s advisors have 
fP°kesgjWard •^r- Joseph McCabe as their public 
the an* Ho writes an article on “ The Law and 

5r 0IPer ” in the Maroh number of the
Guide. It is not in itself an important 

filter'h a 8h°uld have taken no notice of it if the 
?eutativn assumed, or been granted, a repre- 
~tr. Jose R  does n°t appaar to me that
Rethink ^ cGabe is exactly the person to whom

The point of Mr. McCabe’s argument is that 
“ blasphemy ” prosecutions should not be defended. 
Mr. Boulter should have been left to stand or fall 
by himself under the Blasphemy Laws. So should 
every other “ blasphemer ” be left. It would be 
different if there were a real “ prosecution for 
opinions”— “ for attacking Christianity.” Mr. McCabe 
would then “ know his duty”— and we should all 
feel reassured. He has plenty of courage when it 
is wanted. There would have to be a case “ clear of 
all extraneous issues ”— that is to say, a case such 
as never has taken place, and never will take place, 
under the Blasphemy Laws. It seems pretty clear, 
therefore, that Mr. McCabe’s remarkable courage 
will never be put to the test.

I call his courage remarkable because it really is 
so. It is unique. Many have spoken and written 
to me bitterly about Mr. Boulter’s “ climb down ” in 
front of the prison gates. They have asked me if I 
ever knew a “ blasphemer ” who did so before. I 
have replied in the negative, but I have suggested 
that we had fallen altogether on a slighter genera
tion. But I did not expect to hear Mr. Boulter’s 
action praised. Mr. McCabe calls that “ climb 
down ” sensible— nay, more, he calls it manly. Well, 
now, that is courage; it takes my breath away.

I have said that no “ prosecution for opinions ” 
merely, no case “ clear of all extraneous issues ” 
over did or could occur. Mr. McCabe refers to one 
such case, as he considers it, and I will deal with it 
presently. In the meanwhile, I must point out that 
all indictments under the Common Law of Blas
phemy (the Statute has never been put in force) 
have been for bringing Christianity, not only into 
disbelief, hut into contempt. This was because of the 
jury, and in order to secure a conviction. A prose
cution merely for “ disbelief ” would too often have 
failed. One juryman, at least, out of twolve would 
have refused a verdict of “ Guilty.” Consequently the 
“ contempt” has always been pressed upon juries; and 
Buch epithets as “ indecent,” “ licentious,” “ ribald,” 
and “ scurrilous” have been employed to that end. 
Every such epithet is an appeal to prejudice. A crime 
should be a fact, and every fact is a noun; but “ blas
phemers ” have always been tried on adjectives. The 
most usual word is “ indecent.” Now on this point I 
assured the Freethought party at the outset of tho 
Boulter case, and I am glad to have Mr. McCabe’s 
corroboration. Referring to the worst passages in 
the indictment, he says: “ Certainly there was no 
indecency whatever in them.” I was right, then. 
Mr. Boulter’s “ blasphemy ” might be “ shocking,” 
but it was not “ dirty.” That was the critical point. 
He was prosecuted for attacking Christianity in a 
way displeasing to Christians. The issue was per
fectly simple. I said it was our duty to oppose the 
attempt to enforce the Blasphemy Laws, and the 
Freethought party agreed with me. The best 
answer to 1/Ir. McCabe is the subscription-list. 
Nearly everybody who is anybody in the Freethought 
movement figures in it. I doubt if there are three 
Freethinkers in .England— even three Rationalists—  
who would put their names to Mr. McCabe’s article.

It is difficult to understand how Mr. McCabe can 
perceive that “ decency ” is a vague word, without 
seeing that “ scurrilous ” is of the same character. 
He argues, if I understand him, that Mr. Boulter 
deserved prosecution and imprisonment for “ assail-
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ing Christianity in scurrilous terms.” Now I defy 
him to give a definite meaning to the word “ scur
rilous,” or any meaning which will not reduce the 
whole matter to a question of taste. “ Coarse ” and 
“ vulgar ” are open to the same objection. I admit 
that these words are definite enough when the 
question is whether we shall admit a man to 
our friendship or acquaintance, but it is very 
different in the case of a criminal prosecution. 
Men are not liable to imprisonment for vul
garity on any other subject than religion— and 
that very fact shows the animus of the law. Even 
if it were admitted that bad taste should be subject 
to penalty, the question would arise, Whose taste is 
to be the standard ? Mr. McCabe appears to think 
(I should be sorry to misjudge him) that his own 
taste is an adequate criterion. I do not think so. 
There are such things as wit and humor, and those 
who possess them will always laugh at the standard 
of taste of those who do not.

Mr. McCabe must pardon me, if he can, for saying 
that he does not see one essential point in the whole 
of his article. He actually assumes, for instance, 
that all who assisted in Mr. Boulter’s defence 
approved of all he said. He lifts his eyebrows at 
our trying to “ force the police to cease prosecuting 
scurrilous criticisms of Christianity.” He may lift 
them. We do mean that the police should cease 
prosecuting any criticisms of Christianity. Mr. 
McCabe may live to regret having argued to the 
contrary. We are not in love with “ scurrility,” but 
we are still less in love with the Blasphemy Laws. 
There are other laws against bad language and 
disorderly meetings. Let the police act under those 
laws if necessary, but let them not meddle with 
religious criticism. They ought not to do so, and 
Mr. McCabe ought to be ashamed to suggest that 
they should. It is painful to see a Rationalist more 
reactionary than many ordinary newspapers that 
have been quoted in our columns.

I now come to the “ case clear of all extraneous 
issues.” We are told that George Jacob Holyoake 
was the last man in England who was prosecuted 
for his opinions. This was in 1842.

“  Holyoake was the last to suffer for Atheism, or dis
belief in Christianity, in this country. The charge, of 
course, was blasphemy. But the prosecution pleaded 
that disbelief in God and the Bible was ground enough. 
The Cheltenham magistrates certainly convicted on that 
ground, and Mr. Justice Erskine merely observed that 
thero was ‘ levity ’ in the chief phraso that was urged 
against Holyoake."

I hope Mr. McCabe’s biography of Holyoako will 
be more accurate than th is; otherwise it will be a 
very misleading production. Holyoako was really 
prosecuted for saying, in reply to a question after a 
Socialist lecture, that “ the Deity shquld be put on 
half pay.” Nothing could have been more “ shock
ing ” to the feelings of true believers. From my 
point of viow, it was the finest, brightest, manliest 
thing that Holyoake ever said ; but from their point 
of view, it was simply abominable. No wonder that 
Mr. Justice Erskine gave him six months in Glou
cester Gaol. The Cheltenham magistrates did not 
“ convict” him at all; it was the jury, of course, 
who did that; and the sentence was passed by the 
Judge. And what did the Judge really say? Some
thing very different from what Mr. McCabe alleges 
— I might almost say insinuates. I am trusting to 
the first pamphlet that Holyoake published (I 
believe), through Henry Hetherington, after his 
imprisonment, entitled A Short and Easy Method with 
the Saints, with the following quotation from Butler’s 
Iludibras on the title-page:—

“  Divinity has catch’d 
The itch, on purpose to be scratch’d.”

I find from this pamphlet (which cannot be perverted) 
that the Judge at Holyoake’s trial in 1842 spoke as 
judges have always done in “ blasphemy" cases. 
But I must pause hero. I will finish this case next 
week, and deal with Mr. McCabe’s loose talk about
my own prosecution, _ _  „

J e  G. W . Foote.

Religious Opinion and the Law.

“  My own opinion...... is that blasphemy and blasphemous
libel should cease to be offences at common law at all. that 
the statute of William III. should be repealed, and that it 
should be enacted that no one except beneficed clergymen of 
the Church of England should be liable to ecclesiastical 
censures for * Atheism, blasphemy, heresy, schism, or any 
other opinion.’ Such an abolition would not only secure 
complete liberty of opinion on these matters, but it would 
prevent the recurrence at irregular intervals of scandalous 
prosecutions, which have never, in any one instance, bene
fited anyone, least of all the cause they were intended to 
serve, and which sometimes afford a channel for the gratifi
cation of private malice under the cloak of religion.”—Si® 
J ames F itzjames Stephen.

Th e  occurrence, after a lapse of twenty-five years, 
of a trial for “ blasphemous libel,” has naturally 
evoked considerable notice both in the religious and 
secular press. Many were, no doubt, under the in3' 
pression that such prosecutions were now legally 
impossible, while the great extent to which attacks 
on religion are circulated would certainly confirm 
them in such a belief. So widespread is the outpC" 
of heresy, both oral and written, that Burke’s di®' 
culty in framing an indictment against a nation 
would be paralleled by an attempt on the part of t®6 
authorities to proceed against all offenders in this 
matter. And the remarks of both the prosecuting 
counsel, and of Mr. Justice Phillimore, prove tba* 
the authorities have no desire to essay this herculean 
task. Yet, and in spite of this assurance by both 
judge and counsel, there are several important issues 
raised by this case, all of sufficient public importance 
to deserve the most careful consideration. And 8° 
that these issues may be fairly faced, it will be web 
to put on one side— at least for the time— the paf' 
ticulnr expressions used by the defendant in tbi® 
case. No one can defend coarseness or vulgarity 
speech, whether in relation to religion or to ^  
other subject. It is undesirable, even reprehensible 
although one may well doubt whether a jury shanDo 
in the opinions attacked, is likely to express an nD' 
biased opinion as to whether the man charged with 
the offence has exceeded the proper limits or 0 °“ 
The temptation to punish an opponent must always 
be great, and, where religion is concerned, specially 
powerful.

The first consideration arising on this case is the 
state of the law as laid down by the late Lord ChieI 
Justice Coleridge, and now followed by Mr. Justin® 
Phillimore. As a layman.it would bo impertinen 
to express a dogmatic opinion on one side where tw° 
such authorities are agreed upon the other. One oft® 
only say that, if their interpretation is accopted, 1 
points to an extremely dangerous and undesiraN 
state of affairs. Tho law permits attacks on reli#*®, 
so long as the form of the attack is neither coarS0 
nor abusive, or so long as it is not calculated ^  
“ shock tho feelings or outrage the belief of t®0 
public.” The law does not, and cannot, say when a0 
attack is of this character. It is a question tb® 
must be left entirely to a jury. And as any priva1 
person may lay an information, it follows that any' 
one, no matter how narrow his views of pnbb 
liberty may be, can at any time institute a prose®0 
tion for blasphemy. Let it also be noted that t® 
very person who would be the least likely to app1̂

* Tho day following the conclusion of the blasphemy 
apropos of an article in the Morning Post, I wrote to the editor a3')1 in 
it he was open to receive a communication dealing with cert  ̂
aspects of the case not noticed in his editorial. After the \ap3e,gi 
some days, I received a reply in the affirmative, stipulating 3 
the article to bo a column in length. I wrote and sent on by ri!-1 
the communication here printed, which was duly returned in  ̂
course of two or three days. Readers will note that the artio10 J 
written in a studiously temperate tone, so that no exception co® t 
be taken, save on the ground that the editor was determined 40 t 
only one side of the case should be heard. It may be pointed o ( 
that when writing in the first instance, I did not say from 
point of view I should deal with tho matter, and, doubtlesSi,e 
editor expected a more or less religious screed. Had the yo 
been an endorsement of the prosecution, it would doubtless 111 „y 
been published. I print it here so that my readers * 
see what a consummate humbug the English “ free press 
and that they may judge the mental character of the ave1 3 
editor of an “  organ of public opinion.”
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ciate the deadly nature of an attack on Christianity 
when made by a polished writer or speaker, with 
every word double-barbed for injury, would be the 
person most likely to set the law in motion. Nay, 
he could not, even though he had the wit and the 
will, attack the polished writer and speaker; he can 
attack only the vulgar orator or coarse pamphleteer. 
Such a state of the law, one may submit, is undesirable. 
A law which forbids attacks on Christianity one can 
appreciate. The absence of any such law one can 
also appreciate. But a law which says, “ If you are 
educated and can use polished sarcasm, satire, or 
ridicule, you may preach heresy when and where you 
Please; hut if you are uneducated, and your heresy 
18 expressed in the language of the streets, you shall 
undergo imprisonment,” such a regulation comes 
Parilously near to making the law ridiculous. It is 
Penalising a man because of his lack of education.
bilit be confessed to be a matter of impossi-
,je .y *or anyone who is serious in his endeavor to 
th .r°y Christianity to attack it in such a manner 
feel' ^  woulel not outrage the belief or shock the 
^*ngs of a considerable number of believers. And 
uien1 ^ecX8i°n is left, not to a selected jury of 
ben ,accnsI°naed to handle public affairs, nor to a 
to U  ^W0 or bhree judges, who might be trusted 
jar a widc view of the subject, but to an ordinary 
fare'’ 8e êc ê^ haphazard, the position becomes quite 
°Per°a ’ ^  rG8emble8 a scene from a Gilbertian 

^ a rafher than a sober statement of law.
Mr H *-8 obJ'ecfc °f a blasphemy prosecution ? 
Crn'„_ °dkin, in his opening speech as counsel for the
BlishfCUfci0n, rePudiafed any desire to interfere in the 
te]j • esb way with the free expression of opinion on 
Uud fUB 8ubiecbs* Tbe prosecution, he said, was 
decer . ben solely with a view to enforce the 
bavi Cl6S .°* controversy, to protect people against 
off ? opinions thrust on them that are (to them) 
pea SlVe> and to prevent any possible breach of the
: ttce* Nnrt, 51- ----- 4- 1— - 1 -------- J 4 1 . - 4  —-'ll. 4 1 .
objgP^n of protecting people against hearing 
hat Ct! ° nable opinions, the other two objects could 
Iiaw ° Gen serve^ without invoking the Blasphemy 
ventS fv ab- The police already have power to pre- 
Publ' * • ^berance of indecent language on the 
or r1C highway, and also to prevent any language 
Pea(,0n(̂ Ucb calculated to lead to a breach of the 
pow° ^ by did they not proceed under these 
def 0rs? Why did they not proceed against the 
ipcit’ Qt eibher for using indecent language or 
ne 1Qg bo a breach of the peace, and without any 
Was SSary reference to religion? Obviously, there 
the m1?10 bhan this in the prosecution. W e come to 
of 4,mrd reason for the prosecution— the protection 
^ p u b l i c  against the hearing of opinions to 
that's ‘'“ ey object. Here, again, it must be observed, 
rag0 ”°. Pr°bect the public against this sort of “ out- 
bbos0 l8.n°b bhe object or purpose of any law except 
iu j:. r°lating to religion. In politics, in sociology, 
Wi8h ?la,burc» or in science, if a person does not 
c°Rim °  k°ar certain opinions, the reply of law and 
ebtnin° r  8ense “ Don’t listen.” By a process of 
clu8i ab1Qn, therefore, we reach tho inevitable con- 
t0° ^ bhat, in spite of counsel’s disclaimer, in spite,
8Pe*ech jU(b8e’s ruling, it is the matter of the 
bhe os ’ an^ n°b merely the manner, that constitutes 
Va]„ar8?nce °f  bhe offence. Had the coarseness and 
With ^ complained of been used in connection 
W o o lly  °bher subject than religion, no action 
Orem t aV6 been baken. Had there been an incite- 
auy ,,° a breach of the peace in connection with 
brogghf. G-r 8ubject, tho action would have been 
to the 1Q a different manner. Everything points 
^8ire m°bive of the prosecution being the
Wa,8 Q 0 provont attacks on religion, although it 
°f the i <iPQ̂ y  undertaken with that object. Some 
°o that t 6 8 remarh8i however legally defensible—  
s6enj , . refrain from expressing an opinion— also 
elusi0n ^ebionable, and point to the same con- 
bc be . cour8e> if it is held that people ought not 
if P u t t m T ^ b o  attack Christianity in public, that 
bas been^ • 6 mabter on another footing, and what 

0aid loses its force. But granting it to be

Now it must be observed that, with the

permissible to attack Christianity, the argument 
holds good ; for it is nothing short of farcical to 
say that a man shall be legally ontitled to attack 
Christianity, while leaving it to tho discretion of a 
Christian judge and a Christian jury to decide 
whether it is done in such a way as to shock their 
feelings and outrage their beliefs or not. If such 
attacks are to be permitted, then all the blasphemy 
laws should be abolished and speakers and writers 
on religion should be faced with no other dangers 
than confront them when dealing with other subjects. 
“  Practically,” said Sir James Fitzjames Stephen, 
“ Prosecutions for the employment of coarse and 
disrespectful expressions are used in order to sup
press serious arguments." And I do not think that, 
were this eminent jurist among us to-day, he 
would find anything in the recent trial to induce h m 
to change his opinion. n CoiIEN

The Forgiveness of Sins.
— »  —

A PEW weeks ago, a sermon by the Rev. Dr. Newtcn 
Marshall, of Hampstead, on the Atonement in its 
relation to evolution, was under criticism in these 
columns. Since then, Dr. Marshall has delivered 
several other discourses on the Atonement, the latest 
of which is now before us. This treats of the Atone
ment in its relation to the Forgiveness of Sins. It 
is, in many ways, an exceedingly clever address. 
Dr. Marshall, though a progressive theologian, is yet 
in many respects extremely orthodox. His book, 
Theology and Truth, was recently declared by Principel 
Forsyth to be the best reply to the New Theology. 
His progressiveness simply amounts to an endeavor 
to rationalise orthodoxy, which, of course, it is im
possible to do without destroying it. Orthodoxy is 
incapable of being expressed in terms of modern 
thought. But let us examine Dr. Marshall’s attempt 
to reconcile the orthodox doctrine of the Atonement 
with the stern faots of life. By the Atonement he 
understands “ a miraculous intervention for the 
production of a now type of manhood.” According 
to the present sermon, this “ miraculous interven
tion ’ ’ occurred on Calvary, when Jesus, by his 
sufferings, culminating in death, initiated the new 
type of humanity, or became the instrument of its 
production. By dying for us Jesus opened the door 
into the new manhood. But entrance into this new 
humanity is possible for us only through the forgive
ness of sins, and of this also, Jesus, by dying, became 
the instrument-

Now, what does forgiveness mean? “ It means 
healing, as when one plucks the disease up by the 
roots. It does not mean winking at sin— it means 
killing it.” Then Jesus died that sin might be 
destroyed, annihilated. He became tho instrument 
of the complete eradication of sin. On this state
ment we make two observations. The first is, that 
the death of Christ was a total failure, for there is 
practically as much sin in the world to-day as there 
was two thousand years ago. Tho other remark is, 
that according to Dr. Marshall’s own implied ad
mission, the death of Christ was a total waste of 
Divino energy. “ God always has been the forgiver 
of sins. God did not change his mind at the sight of 
tho cross. Ho had not refused to forgive before and 
consented after the crucifixion. Jesus did not 
persuade tho Father to be lenient. On the contrary, 
God always is the forgiver of sins.” If that is true, 
what need of the Atonement was there ? And 
again, if God always is the forgivor of sin, and if to 
forgive sin means to kill it, why has there always 
been sin in the world ? Is not the preacher reck
lessly playing with words and culpably trifling with 
facts ?

The truth, however, is that by forgiveness Dr. 
Marshall does not really mean the killing of bin, but 
the ignoring of it, or the treating of the author cf it 
as if it were not. His standing authority is Paul, 
who declares that “ God was in Christ reconciling 
tho world unto himself, not reckoning unto them their
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trespasses." It is by thus ignoring our sins that God 
cures us from them and “ reforms our characters 
despite our evil habits.” Listen :—

“ Perhaps the most vivid illustration of this meaning 
is to be got from the story of the woman taken in 
adultery. Here is a sinner, her nature polluted, her 
character blasted. Here is Jesus. He would have her 
pure, He would change her character. How does He 
do it ? Not by lectures, reproaches, or threats. He 
says, ‘ Neither do I condemn th ee ; go thy way, from 
henceforth sin no more.’ What did that mean to the 
poor harlot ? It meant that she was from that moment 
brought under a new educative influence, a discipline, a 
remoulding power.”

The story used as an illustration is, in itself, exceed
ingly beautiful and embodies a high sense of ethical 
justice. It gives prominence to the detestable 
hypocrisy of the woman’s accusers, and to the truth 
that sympathy is the most effective instrument of 
moral reformation; but Dr. Marshall reads into it 
infinitely more than it contains. He pours into it 
his own evangelicalism, of which there is no trace 
whatever in the text. If the story is historical, 
which is very doubtful, it affords no ground for 
thinking that the woman was a changed character 
after her contact with Jesus. There is nothing to 
show that Jesus perceived that she was “ on the 
road to becoming a new creature.” Dr. Marshall 
is simply romancing when he attributes to his Lord 
the thought, “ She is capable of giving up her sin 
under the influence of my grace.” In any case, what 
Jesus refused to do was to condemn the poor harlot 
to be stoned to death, according to the law of 
Moses, when her accusers were, probably, equally 
guilty with herself.

But even supposing that forgiveness signifies the 
treating of an actual wrong-doer as a potential right- 
doer, what on earth has the death of Jesus to do with 
it ? If he ever addressed the woman at all it was 
before his death, and his death did not affect the 
truth of what he told her in the least. How can the 
Atonement be the instrument of such treatment of 
sin ? Dr. Marshall does not even pretend to tell us. 
Whilst on this head he is utterly silent about the 
Atonement.

We now come to the consequences of sin, asking, 
How does forgiveness affect them ? Dr. Marshall 
admits that, so far as we can see, it leaves them un
touched. “ But I do believe,” he adds, “ with all my 
soul, that God’s power is sufficient, and his love broad 
enough, for him to take all the sting out of disaster 
and shame and loss, and to make the life of the one 
who trusts in him, in a real sense, free from the con
sequences of sin.” It is quite immaterial what any 
preacher believes about God’s power and love, or 
about the efficacy of the sacrifice of Christ, the only 
important question being, what are the facts ? Can 
Dr. Marshall produce one single instance of a man’s 
becoming a Christian arresting any of the conse
quences of his evil deeds ? Here is a man who stole 
his employer’s money and was sent to prison. In 
consequence, he not only lost his character, but 
brought disgrace and suffering upon his whole family. 
Suppose that while in gaol he turns to God for pardon 
and thinks he obtains it, will that pardon disperse 
the cloud of dishonor that overshadows his children ? 
The consequences of his crime “ are beyond his 
control now,” and apparently beyond God’s too. 
How, then, does the preacher justify his belief that 
God’s forgiveness does free a man from the conse
quences of his sins ? By begging the whole ques
tion. He maintains that “ there are some things 
often called consequences of sin which are not such 
at all.” Which things ? The burden of disgrace 
and sufferings on the children’s hearts through the 
father’s theft, or the drunkard’s irresistible craving 
for alcohol ? Are not these real consequences of the 
respective sins ? No, answers the preacher, boldly; 
“ the consequences of sin are spiritual.” Adopting 
the words suggested by Dr. Marshall himself, we 
exclaim, “  That is surely nonsense.” Every sin is 
primarily against God, and many sins specified by 
theology are against him alone, while no sins are

against society except secondarily. Now the conse
quence of sin against God is exclusion from heaven 
and commitment to hell. Thieves, adulterers, ana 
murderers are guilty in the sight of God, and the 
appointed consequence of their misdeeds is to lie f°r 
ever under the Divine wrath. But if they believe 
in Christ and put their trust in his Atonement, Go“ 
will open heaven’s door for them and lock up hell s- 
That is to say, he will hide, cover up, ignore their 
evil deeds, and treat them as if they had never done 
any wrong.

“ That is surely nonsense hut there is more non
sense still to follow. Here is a man who for years 
has been systematically wronging his fellow-beings 
and sowing seeds of misery and pain in the soil of 
the community. He has done harm on the largest 
scale within his power. Suddenly he repents and 
cries for mercy, and just as suddenly he is assured 
of God’s forgiveness, and becomes the happiest man 
on earth. He leaps and shouts and sings for very 
joy. God’s righteousness has passed over his fathom
less iniquities, while they are still “ there, free in the 
world, so to speak, to run amuck and murder others. 
Is this just? In itself, no, answers the preacher; 
but the crucifixion has made it so. This is what Dr- 
Marshall says: “ This would be out of harmony with 
our sense of justice but for the fact that this Chris® 
is Christ crucified.” That is to say, the death of the 
the cross makes wrong right, and turns Nature op- 
side down. Let this immoral teaching be set in 
boldest relief:—

“  This would be out of harmony with our sense 
justice but for the fact that this Christ is Christ cruci
fied. God has a right to forgive men completely« 
because he himself gathers the results of their wicked
ness to himself. He suffers all these evil consequence? 
which flow from our sin to lodge in his breast and 
shatter his heart.”

According to that teaching, God acquits the guilty 
criminal and fills him with overflowing happiness at 
the cost of spreading the consequences of his wrong- 
doing over a wider area. While he rejoices, and *9 
exceeding glad, his victims suffer as keenly as ever« 
and the only comfort offered them is that God sufferS 
with them. Such is the gospel of forgiveness ®s 
preached in the twentieth century, and we have no 
hesitation whatever in pronouncing it an unnatural» 
immoral, and wicked gospel. And it is as inconsis- 
tent as it is unjust. With one breath we are told 
that “ God always has been the forgiver of sins < 
with the next that Christ “ fell in death that W0 
might be forgiven,” which means that, otherwise» 
we could not be forgiven. At one moment we a/6 
assured that forgiveness means, not winking at si®» 
but killing i t ; at another that it signifies not to 
reckon it, to pass over it, to ignore i t ; and surely to 
ride over a thing known to be there, without takiof» 
notice of it, is equivalent to winking at it.

Face to face with such anomalies of theologifia 
teaching, are we not justified in asserting that tb0 
Divine forgiveness is as unsubstantial as the basele08 
fabric of a dream ? And may we not venture on tb0 
further proposition that the preaching of it has doo0 
much to pervert the moral sense of Christendom- 
It is not so long ago that fairly intelligent Cbn8' 
tians used to say that no matter what they wore, ° r 
what they did, they had their “ title clear to waP 
sions in the skies." The creed that makes such 
utterance possible is rotten to the core, and shorn 
bo speedily destroyed, root and branch. All tb® 
human beings require is complete adaptation * 
their environment, and this can be realised only by 
intelligent and continuous personal exertion. 
pardon of wrongs Nature has no room.

J. T. Lloyd.

How the Church Protected the People.—^ '

(Concluded from p. 102.) ^
The  theory of the Middle Ages is well represent^ 
by two pictures. The first is tho famous mosa
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g00s ra?ted by Pope Leo III. at Rome about A.D. 
kno* i ii rePres0nts Christ sitting: on his right 
8tanr Sylvester, on his left the Emperor Con- 
hell fneA b̂e one be Siyes the keys of heaven and 
Annfi° ° ^ er a banner surmounted by a cross, 
u ~?r group represents Peter seated, before whom 
„i 6 f^°Pe Leo III. and Charles the Emperor. Peter 

8 to Leo the pallium of an archbishop, to Charles 
Th ani?er .^ e Christian army.

exR ± j  'er Piotore is a fresco at Florence, probably 
Beat a -  between A.D. 1340 and 1850. Full in front, 
Qext t 81̂ 6 b^ s^ e» are khe Pope and the Emperor : 
bish t0 *be ^ 0Pe> *n a descending line, a cardinal, 
Ujn°Ps> and doctors. Next to the Emperor the 
At H, ■ b1raPce and a line of nohles and knights, 
by r 61r •’e0k *s a ^ock °I abeep (the faithful) attacked 

â i n g  wolves (heretics and schismatics), whom 
°I spotted dogs (the Dominicans) combat and 

to 6 away* From this a path winds round and up 
admitSteat ^a ê’ wkere the Apostle sits on guard to 
Eat1 ®rue believers to Paradise. Above all, and 
tbe bis two lieutenants, Pope and Emperor, is 

avior enthroned amid saints and angels.* 
thin 8 ?°P e’ as Cod’s representative in spiritual 
as n V s b° lead men to eternal life. The Emperor, 
botn < 8 rePresentative in temporal things, was at 
Priea/b °  866 b̂a  ̂ b*s subjechs were obedient to the 
Chnr T*00^ : . abroad, to execute the decrees of the 
Sate a£>amst heretics and sinners, and to propa
ne be faith among the heathen— by the sword, if 
typi sary- “ Hildebrand,” says Mr. Bryce, “ the 
°bed! rePresenhative of the popedom, requires the 
of k:6nce °f  tbe Emperor (Henry IV.) on the ground 
their8 ° Wn Personal responsibility for the souls of 
in„ subjects.” !  Pope Gregory VII., writ-
sabj 0 Viliam the Conqueror, makes precisely the 
f0r i,c‘aim. He says : “ If I, therefore, am to answer
°QRht ° n b̂e ^readful day of judgment....... thou
the i 6 , ....... to obey me, that so thou mayest possess

^ a?d of the living.” !
E’re?ai?> Pope Innocent IV. replies to the Emperor 
all ' "  -*-be Emperor doubts and denies that
R0lll lnS8 and all men are subject to the See of 
give o' A 8 ^  we wb ° are to judge angels are not to 
by fen- enc? on ab earthly things.” § And finishes 
the b b*m that, as he received his crown from 
he ¡8 ^ 8 °f  the Pope on his coronation, therefore 
jecti0n ,,0un^ ren( êr bim “ allegiance and suh-

00^ '  fortunately for civilisation and progress, the 
po^er 6 a8reement between the Papal and Imperial 
Very f8’ wb*0b this theory requires, was attained at 
that o T  P°*nts m their history. Mr. Bryce thinks 
ruie j nly npon three occasions did Pope and Emperor 
for, „ ^ r ê°t accord. The reason is not far to seek, 
stood f  ^ r' Lryce remarks, “ Evefh when its throne 
^otivQ1 lfaeSt’ an^ PurP08es were most pure, one 
for ba<i always biassed its decisions— a partiality 
the rul11108̂  8ubmissive.” And the more submissive 
P°pe8 0rs were to the See of Rome the more the 
anq onoroached on their rights and prerogatives, 

It w6 ° l0,:e outrageous became their claims. 
^P erH  ^ 8 bifanic struggle between the Papal and 
Bvioh n 1 Powers which, in great measure, caused 
in thoR^a« a^e ê<̂  miseryi bloodshed, and desolation 
called. “ Dark AS08 ,” as they have been rightly 

Ev '
L mPeror Frederic I., the mighty Barba- 

of the pr°8e. r0ign is the most brilliant in the annals 
Pope jq ^^npire, was compelled to hold the stirrup for 
to Pro^  ̂ an-^bo fourth, because the Pope declined 
Pitied T v  bis coronation until he had per-
for pred ,8 servile act. There was no other way, 
be Gric knew, and the Pope knew, that, unless 
cline cr°wned by the Pope, his people would de- 
^ ards p re0°gnise him as Emperor. Hadrian after- 

xPbcitly claimed the obedience of the Em-

description of these pictures see Bryce. T) 
t P- 389.

Umpire,
Ibi?,’ P- 389- lv??.®’ P- 160.Alilm;lan> Vo1- iv., p . 247.

peror on the ground that he had received his crown 
from the Pope.

Let us give another illustration of the fatherly 
care of the Pope for the interests of the people. 
On the death of the Emperor Henry VI., 1197, there 
were two claimants to the Imperial throne— the late 
Emperor’s brother Philip, and Otho, who was backed 
by the influence and gold of the King of England. 
The peace and prosperity of the Empire depended 
upon the selection of a strong ruler. This, says 
Milman,

“  was necessary to spare the realm from years of civil 
war, during which armed adventurers grew up, from 
their impregnable castles warring against each other, 
defying all government, wasting the land with fire and 
sword, preventing culture, inhibiting commerce, retard
ing civilisation. But a powerful Emperor had always 
been found formidable to the Church, at least to the 
temporal rule of the Papacy.” *

It suited the policy of the Pope to have the 
Empire in a state of weakness and anarchy. The 
Pope declined to recognise the claims of either 
Philip or Otho, who thereupon determined to en
force their claims by the sword. For ten dreary 
years, says Milman, Germany was abandoned to all 
the horrors of civil war.

“  It was a war not of decisive battles, but of maraud
ing, desolation, havoc, plunder, wasting of harvests, 
ravaging opened and defenceless countries, war waged 
by prelate against prelate, by prince against prince, 
wild Bohemians and bandit soldiers of every race were 
roving through every province. Throughout the land 
there was no law : the high roads were impassable on
account of robbers....... The ferocities of war grew into
brutalities; the clergy and sacred persons were the
victims and perpetrators....... The Abbot of St. Gall
seized six of the principal burghers of Arbon, and cut 
off their feet, in revenge for one of his servants, who 
had suffered the like mutilation for lopping wood in 
their forests.” !

The Pope— if he had cared a fig about the sufferings 
of the people— might have ended the conflict at any 
time during these awful ten years. He could have 
prevented it altogether by offering to inaugurate one 
of the contending parties to the throne.

Or consider that tremendous drama acted between 
the Emperor Frederic II. and Gregory IX ., when the 
Empire and the Papacy met in their last mortal and 
implacable strife. In this contest there was not 
even any specific point in dispute, such as the right 
of investiture, but it was avowedly a struggle for 
supremacy. There was not the slightest suggestion 
that Frederic oppressed his subjects. In fact, says 
Milman

“  The Sicilian legislation of Frederic shows that order 
and happiness were the ultimate aim of his ru le: the 
assertion of the absolute supremacy of law ; premature 
advance towards represontativo government; the regard 
to the welfare of all classes; the wise commercial regu
lations ; tho cultivation of letters, arts, natural philo
sophy, science ; all these, if despotically enforced, were 
enforced by a wise and beneficent despotism.”  |

It is true that Frederic was a voluptuary; but, as 
the same historian remarks—

“  there was in his day no indissoluble alliance botween 
Christian morals and Christian religion. This holy 
influence was no less wanting to the religion of many 
other kings, who lived and died in the arms of tho 
Church. Frederic, if he had not been Emperor and 
King of Sicily, and so formidable to the Papal power, 
might have dallied away his life in unrebuked volup
tuousness.’^

But the greatest triumph of the Papaoy over the 
Empire was that of Hildebrand (Pope Gregory VII.) 
over Henry IV., who at Canossa (A.D. 1077) stood 
waiting in in the snow for three days, clad in a shirt, 
until the Pope granted him admission. “ Through
out the contest of many centuries,” observes Milman, 
“ the sacerdotal supremacy was constantly raising 
the suspicion, too well grounded, that power, not the

* Milman, vol. v., p. 202. 
!  Ibid, vol. v., pp. 228-9. 
} Ibid, vol. vi., p. 266.
§ Ibid, vol. vi., p. 267.
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beneficial use of power, was its final object.” And 
“ posterity demands whether his imperial view?, like 
those of the older Ca33ar, were not grounded on the 
total prostration of the real liberty of mankind.”*

Rome itself once the proud mistress of the world, 
was in a condition, say3 Mr. Bryce, “ the most 
pitiable in which a community can find itself, one of 
struggle without purpose or progress.” The citizens 
were divided into tbreo orders: the military, including 
the aristocracy; the clergy, a host of monks, priests, 
and nuns ; and the people, a poverty-stricken rabble 
without trade or industry. The first class was divided 
into factions headed by the great families. The Pope 
was head of the other two, and “ The internal 
history of Rome from the sixth to the twelfth 
century is an obscure and tedious record of the con
tests of these factions with each other, and of the 
aristocracy as a whole with the slowly growing power 
of the Church.” !

Bearing all this in mind, says the same historian, 
“ it becomes easier to understand the architectural 
barrenness which at first excites the visitor’s sur
prise.” For—

“  the constant practice of domestic war made defence 
the first object of a house, beauty and convenience the 
second. The nobility, therefore, either adapted ancient 
edifices to their purpose or built out of their materials 
those huge square towers of brick, a few of which still 
frown over the narrow streets in the older parts of 
Rome. We may judge of their number from the state
ment that the senator Brancaleone destroyed one 
hundred and forty of them ”  (p. 290).

The vast palaces, visited for the sake of their 
picture galleries, were erected during the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries— some even later.

These uncouth square towers, then, are the only 
relics left of Christian rule in Rome during the 
Middle Ages; and these dens were built “ with 
materials taken from the ancient temples, theatres, 
law-courts, baths and villas, stripping them of their 
gorgeous casings of marble, pulling down their walls 
for the sake of the blocks of travertine, setting up 
their own hovels on the top or in the midst of these 
majestic piles” (p. 21)8).

And all the while the Church canted of the bles
sings of peace and the evils of war. “ But,” says 
Milman, “ these beautiful and parental sentiments 
were jealously reserved for the faithful sons of the 
Church. Where the interests of the Church were 
involved, war, even civil war, lost all its horrors.” !

Hildebrand, the greatest of the Popes, says the 
same historian, was absolutely convinced that “ in 
raising the Papal power to the utmost, he was 
advancing the glory of God : perhaps, if he stooped 
to think on such subjects, the welfare of mankind ” 
(vol. iv., p. 44). The Popes were too intent upon 
crushing contumacious rulers, or organising crusades 
against Pagans and heretics, to trouble about the 
rights or welfare of the people, even if they ever 
thought upon the subject. We have shown in detail 
that the strife with John and Henry II. was entirely 
concerned with the rights and privileges of the 
Church ; and when once these had been established, 
the rulers might treat their subjects as tyranically 
as they pleased, without the slightest fear of inter
ference from the Popes; and the same facts are true 
of the struggle between the Papacy and tho Empire.

Those who assert that the Church protected the 
people from their rulers during the Middle Ages do 
not understand the mediaeval spirit. What we call 
“ social salvation ” was unknown— undreamed of. 
The only salvation thought or cared about was 
spiritual salvation— hence the night of tho Dark Ages.

W . Mann .

The sacred books of all the world are worthless dross and 
common stones compared with Shakespeare’s glittering gold 
and gleaming gems.—Ingersoll.

* Milman, vol. iv., p. 140.
f The Holy Roman Empire, p. 273.
{ Latin Christianity, vol. iv., p. 283.

Acid Drops.

The Christian Deity is becoming quite sensible. “ D° 
suppose,” the Rev. R. J. Campbell asks, “  that God care 
what you believe about the death of Christ ?” We are 
to hear that He is taking that view now. By-and-bye h 
may cease to care what you believe about the birth of Chris • 
He will then tell his worshipers not to prosecute Higkbtui 
Corner “  blasphemers ”  for making satirical reflections oD 
that awkward “  mystery.”

A “  suffragette ”  complains of the women prisoners in beI 
cause being treated as ordinary criminals; the sorest p°in 
of all, apparently, being their wearing prison clothes. Th 
lady points out that “  men political prisoners ” are trehte 
as first-class misdemeanants, and she instances Mr. W. *' 
Stead and Earl Russell. We were not aware that these ge®' 
tlemen were political prisoners—but let that pass. We qalt. 
agree with the lady in substance. Persons convicted 0 
offences which are not in the ordinary sense of the _w°r 
criminal should not be treated as if they were ordinal 
criminals. Their detention may be necessary, but vpBJ 
should they be subjected to indignity ? This principle 1 
recognised throughout Europe, and it should be recogmse. 
in England. It should apply, of course, to “  religious ” Prl 
soners as well as to “ political ”  prisoners. The idea o f lt0 
prisoning a man like a felon for criticising religion, howev 
roughly or unskilfully he does it, is repulsive to every 
decently constituted mind. Yet that is how Mr. Foote vv* 
treated when he was locked up for twelve . months 
“  bringing the Holy Scripture and the Christian Relig10 
into disbelief and contempt.”

We have been favored with a cutting from the 
Telegraph of February 11, containing a bit of news vvblC, 
had escaped our attention. The following is from 
morning’s parliamentary report:—

“  T he B lasphemy P rosecution.
Mr. J. Robertson asked Mr. Gladstone whether the p1'03 

cution for blasphemy, recently instituted, was decided 0 
because of apprehensions of breach of the peace ; and, if J  
on what those apprehensions were founded ; whether be 
considered the expediency of guarding against alleged brea1 . 
of tho peace by other legal procedure ; and whether if 
proposed henceforth to institute prosecutions in cases , 
which, at political and other meetings, language was °s 
which might conceivably promote breach of the peace ?

Mr. Gladstone’s reply is as follows : ;
Proceedings were taken because it was necessary to Pr°te j 
the public against grossly indecent and ribald language uSj,̂  
in a public street—language of such a character as to B»0  ̂
and outrage tho feelings of those passing in tho street. ' 
if persisted in, to render a breach of the peace inevit»0 
Many similar offences can be dealt with under the l’ °*!, 
Acts, but in this case the police were advised that the t 
procedure under the Blasphemy Act was available, and, 
the case came for trial, the jury convicted without l°aV1 t 
the box. As regards the last part of the question, I ca° ie( 
answer a hypothetical question ; but I may say that, utl ,<j 
identical, or analogous circumstances, the same action . 
again be taken. The case has no connection with or be»rI 
on speeches at political meetings.”

Wo presume the Mr. J. Robertson is Mr. J. M. Roberts®® 
His question was a pertinent one. And in answering \ 
Mr. Gladstone was bound to give himself (and tho P°*l° 
away. We have already stated that Mr. Harry Boulter 
been lecturing at Highbury Corner for nearly two years, a 
had actually enjoyed a police permit to take up collect10 
during most of tho time. Now it was given in evidence ' 
tho police witnesses for tho prosecution that not 
slightest disorder had even occurred at any of his meeth1̂  
Whatever else, therefore, might be the demerits of 
peculiar oratory, it certainly did not lead to any breacb^ 0 
the peace; and two years seems a pretty fair test of ,fl 
tendency of a man’s propaganda. That was Mr. Gladst°u 
first blunder. His second blunder is still worse. H° c^  
fesses that tho polico were advised that they could 
proceed against Mr. Boulter (we presume he means 
succees) under tho Blasphemy Laws. Does not this sn 
that tho “  grossly indecent language ”  which he 
against Mr. Boulter—but which was never charged agal ¡j 
him in his indictment—was not enough in itself to secOr® j 
conviction under the ordinary law ; in short, that it was ^
“ grossly indecent language ” at all ? The “ indecency ^  
to be eked out with “ blasphemy,”—which, in turn, PC°0 O 
that tho conviction had to be secured by appealing ^  . j, 
spirit of religious prejudice and a law of religious persec1111' 
This is further admitted in Mr. Gladstone’s final staten1̂  
It is only speeches on religion, displaying ill taste, wbk11
to render a man. liable to imprisonment; and such s£ 
only when they are delivered by Freethinkers. And 
bo not bigotry, worsened by hypocrisy, wo should l1“  
know what is.
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It is a carious thing that “ blasphemy prosec • •
occur under Liberal governments. Mr. Foot ' 
prisoned under a Liberal government in 1 • . ’ .
Boulter is prosecuted under a Liberal governme ^
And he was only not imprisoned because a g 
judge, who is also a Tory, gave him a (not 
loophole of escape. And now, as in 188o, .. ^he
Secretary gets up in the House of Commons and mouths the 
old stock words about “  grossly indecent language.

“ common rights,” etc. And it is wholly humiliating to 
see the Government, with its enormous majority, obeying 
the commands of a body of the Free Churches. A Govern
ment with any real sense of self-respect would certainly have 
•declined to give any such “ assurance.”  And a Government 
that lacks the strength to shake itself free from the control 
of paltry sectarian influence may safely be trusted to break 
down when there is anything courageous or really statesman
like to be done.

jj lr ^ dliam Vernon Harcourt was Home Secretary at the 
n - °.| Mr. Foote’s imprisonment, and from his place of 
Fo f °°G House of Commons he declared that Mr.
„ ! .e Was in prison for obscenity. There was not a sug- 
at tl*0? ?  Sucb a whole course of the two trials
tnent ^  ®a'*ey> any more than there was in the Indict- 
to l u ^ r‘ ^°°te challenged Sir William Vernon Harcourt 
sen !  , ato him on the charge of “  blasphemy ”  and pro- 
libcll °n charge of “  obscenity.”  But the infamous 
Pas ?  fWas *00 great a coward to accept the challenge. He 
Pasa *0r a statosmen, but he was only an adventurer ; he 

Sed for a bold man, but he was only a bully.

a (ff' ^°?te’s vindication soon came, however, if not in such 
Febatnatic tashion. After two trials at the Old Bailey in 
ind.r̂ ary, 1883, he was tried a third time (under another 
to th *n ^he Court of Queen’s Bench. In his address 
"li 6 ary he complained of the words “ indecent”  and 
teliJ; °nS ” which had been used against him by the 
tnef 0Us and lickspittle press. Such words had double 

ni®8s- They might mean “  unbecoming ” or they might 
SUte , °hscene,” and when they were once afloat they were 
Phem I.*16 âhen in their worst meaning against a “  bias- 
* atl «■ ’ Lord Chief Justice Coleridge, who was a gentle- 
pre ~ 'one of nature's gentlemen, with the mark of it in 

voice, and manner —  honorably seconded Mr. 
kin protcst against this villainous misrepresentation. In 

“ dress to the jury, he said :—
is ^ r’ F00te’s anx'ous t° have it impressed on you that he 
a t??  a l*cer>tious writer, and that this word does not fairly 
vPPIy 1° his publications. You will have the documents 
th ?r-u .̂ou’ an<* y°u mus*; judge for yourselves. I should say 
i8 at ho,!8 right. He may bo blasphemous, but he certainly 
{| no" licentious, in the ordinary senso of the word ; and you 

p0t n°l And him pandering to the bad passions of mankind.”  
Colc, at ° ug declaration Mr. Footo owed Lord Chief Justice 
aQawe r a ^eai'hless debt of gratitude. It was a splendid 
aland61’ *r° m highest judge in the land, to a prisoner’s 
pbetaer®rs- Mr. Foote’s “  blasphemy ”  was clean “  bias- 

y- And that was all ho cared about.

ated ° ? , "  *nRQparables,”  Torrey and Aloxander, have separ- 
how 0 Christy Minstrel part of their old entertainment 
has . attracts the public to another show. Mr. Alexander 
reviy-!?®^ forces with Mr. Wilbur Chapman, another Yankee 
Sim,.,. ls‘ > an<I is running with him tho “  Chapman-Aloxauder 
tion v-a^ 0UR Mission." There is some talk of the combina- 
delpjjj^^^g London. It is operating just now in Phila- 
of pr|Qa’ where “  tho movement is managed by a committee 
John j ? lni8*ers and laymen, under tho chairmanship of Mr. 
iunst v ‘ Converse, tho well-known millionaire.”  There 
chatar.4°  a millionaire in it. Ho keeps up tho Christian 

er of the enterprise.

cr-lChriHian CommonwealthSUCC| .... rejoices over its past year’s 
and its “  rapidly increasing multitude of readors.” 

Say. ,, fluito legitimate. But our contemporary goes on to 
glorvl- battl°  is not ours, but God’s. To Him the

Lr.

Yes, but to whom tho profits ?

Henry. ij-enry Maudesley, the well-known Freethinker, 
C o??  lst in mental disorders, has just offered the London 

ounty Council a sum of JC30.000 towards tho cost of a 
sPital for tho treatment of mental diseases.

knt relig’l°us weekly points out that quite a number of well- 
'[V Wn ministers are at present disabled through mfluon/a. 
pt? J e dem of nows is not given as proof of tho power of

>< 3 be Chnstian World reports that Mr. McKenna has 
pr?  ot; an assurance that tho Education Bill shall bo 
t a *  to tho Houso of Commons boforo tho Free Church 
of j ? ? '  Meetings at Southport ”  on March 2. The picture 
Con„ 9 ovcrnmont accommodating its measures to mee 
ku?m le.nco °f the Free Church Council is both amusing and 
NQ? ‘ la! m8- It is amusing because of the airs assumed by 
Bect? .nfotmists in general, and the way in which the 
to 0i la,u comes to tho front in spite of tho many attempts 

C 0ak the real issue by an appeal to “ citizenship,

Quite a number of tearful biographical notices have 
appeared in the religious press concerning the death of Lord 
Overtoun. His name is chiefly familiar to us as a strong 
supporter of evangelistic missionary work, and in connection 
with tho exposure made some years ago by Mr. Keir Hardie 
of the way in which he treated the workmen employed by 
him. In the light of this last item the biographies referred 
to read rather curiously. They all praise his deeply religious 
nature, and his lavish gifts of money in support of various 
missions. His gifts to one mission alone are said to have 
amounted to ¿£50,000. He was extremely active in pro
moting Bible classes, and it was reported that he paid John 
McNeil a large sum yearly to continue his work as an 
itinerant evangelist. But we have not observed any refer
ence in these biographies to any great concern shown for 
the general welfare of tho workpeople under his charge, nor 
to any great good done in any other direction than the one 
indicated. Under the circumstances the omission is signi
ficant ; and the space given to him in the religious press 
may be easily estimated at its true worth.

Mr. Arthur Henderson, the new chairman of the Parlia
mentary Labor Party, is convinced that the only way to 
secure genuine improvement in social conditions is to “  apply 
the principles of the Carpenter of Nazareth to the every
day life of the common peoplo.”  This advice might bo 
good, if only one were quite clear as to its moaning. Does 
Mr. Henderson mean to apply all the teachings of Jesus, or 
only a selection ? If the latter, on what basis would tho 
selection bo made ? Does Mr. Henderson really believe that 
there is blessing in poverty, any comfort in mourning, any 
goodness in turning ono cheek when the other is struck, or 
any benefit to be derived from a dependence upon God, or 
from dependence upon the power of prayer? If so, why 
does not Mr. Henderson apply these principles during his 
speeches in tho House of Commons, or while facing a con
ference of Labor delegates? To merely reserve them for 
tho pulpit is to givo people tho feeling that there is little 
genuine belief at the back of them. Any way, “  Labor ” 
will bo in a permanently bad way so long as it allows itself 
to bo deluded by such nonsensical language.

Mr. Philip Snowdon, who also does a deal of talking in 
the same strain as Mr. Henderson, says that people do not 
leave tho Churches because thoy are not religious. Well, 
why on earth do they leave ? Mr. Snowden says it is because 
they are “ too religious to seek comfort in the pews.”  Pre
sumably, also, people givo up believing in religion becauso 
they are too religious to boliovo in it. Of course, peoplo do 
leavo Church or Chapel for all manner of reasons; but by 
far the larger and more powerful reason is that they no 
longer have faith in the religious doctrines taught. If Mr. 
Snowden does not know this, his opinions on other subjects 
are not likely to impress peoplo by their weight. Personally, 
we havo our doubts whether thoso Labor leaders are quite so 
silly as somo of their speeches would lead ono to believe.

At Choadlo, Staffs, thoy havo been having one of the usual 
missions, with some of tho usual wonderful results. Among 
these, an unbeliover has been converted (no name given) who 
straightway burnt all tho “  infidel books ” he possessed. The 
orthodoxy of the practico is unimpeachable—but weak. 
Once upon a time thoy would have burnt the writers. And 
how somo of them must long for the good old times 1

If a visitor from another planet had been in tho House of 
Commons on February 14, ho would surely havo wondered 
if wo were a nation of lunatics. Ho would have found tho 
Government of a great empire discussing with the utmost 
solemnity an Ecclesiastical Disorders Bill, and grave, if not 
reverend, senators waxing eloquently indignant, over the 
kind of millinery worn by some 20,000 parsons, the kind of 
lights thoy used during their incantations, etc. If ho had 
returned home directly— and tho occasion would havo given 
a sensible person little inducement to stay— ho must havo 
reported that in the opinion of Parliament the welfare of the 
nation was largely a question of candles, millinery, and genu
flexions. That tho Parliament of a country calling itself 
civilised should spend its time in discussing such topics is 
enough to make one despair of human nature. A group of
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savages going through their rites under command of a witch
doctor carries its own excuse. They are savages ; the others 
are Christians. But in relation to these things the only 
difference is the name.

We overlooked the following comment on the “  blas
phemy ”  case in Lloyd's News :—

“  The allegations made during a trial for ‘ blasphemy ’ 
raises the whole question-of courtesy and kindliness in 
public discussion. Ridicule and sarcasm are permissible, 
and effective weapons in debate, but mere vulgarity and 
abuse, or irreverence in dealing with subjects that are sacred 
to others, are not to be confounded with free speech, and 
cannot be tolerated.”

This fairly takes the cake. Fancy a man being prosecuted 
and imprisoned for the difference between “  ridicule and 
sarcasm” and “ vulgarity and irreverenco” ! A jury of 
casuists would have to try the case.

The attempt of General Booth and the Salvation Army to 
pooh-pooh the reports of unemployment in Canada, so as to 
prevent their lucrative emigration business falling off, is 
seen at its proper value in the light of a report that, since 
New Year’s Day, 100 babies have starved to death in 
Toronto. However, we have the pious General’s word that 
so long as you purchase your ticket from the Salvation 
Army there need be no fear of inability to get work. And 
no one who really knows the Salvation Army has any doubt 
as to what reliance can be placed upon its official announce
ments.

General Booth addressed a party of four hundred emi
grants for Canada at Euston Station, and the old gentleman 
was in fine form. “  You will have heard,” he said “ a 
disturbing story and strange rumors about the failures of our 
past efforts; you can set your minds perfectly at rest on 
those questions.”  There you are. That settles it. William 
Booth has spoken. Criticism disappears.

The Booth family don’t like criticism. This truth was put 
naively by the “  General’s ”  eldest daughter, Mrs. Booth- 
Clibborn, whoso wonderful speeches at the classical town of 
Kirkintillock are reported in the local Herald. “  Wherever 
they had criticism,” she said, “  it blasted and destroyed. 
Judas began with criticism, and finished with betrayal.” 
M oral: believe all you are told—especially by the Booths.

They had a rare lark the other day at Barrow-in-Furncss 
with the dead body of a pauper. His name was Moore, and 
he was an Orangeman, and he was buried by a Roman 
Catholic priest in error. The priest, on discovering his 
mistake, too late, was shocked to find that he had buried a 
rabid heretic. But what about the Orangeman ? What 
must have been his feelings— if he had any left ? It was 
enough to make him get out of his coffin and make a violent 
protest. And the fact that he never moved seems convincing 
disproof of the resurrection of the dead.

Rev. R. J. Campbell is going on a lecturing tour in 
America in the summer. As a great deal of his preaching is 
diluted Ingersollism, much of what he says will be recog
nised over there as tolerably familiar, if a little enfeebled.

The Rev. David Smith has made a discovery. Ho has 
found out that the characteristic note of “  all the un
believing literature of our day ” is its sadness. “  Thero is 
sadness in its very mirth—the sadness of an empty heart, 
the yearning of the immortal soul after Him who is its Rest 
and Home.” We are overcome. The picture of the poor 
unbeliever with tears showing through his laughter, strug
gling along with an empty heart and a soul crying out for 
Josus, is too sad for words. Before such a discovery one 
feels, as Huxley said scientists felt when Darwin published 
his theory of Natural Selection— it is so true, and the facts 
aro so patent, why didn’t wo perceive it before ? All we can 
say is, that we didn’t. Wo had been under the improssion 
that, on the whole, Freethinkers got more real happiness 
out of life than Christians did. For the future we shall bo 
on our guard, and whenever we hear a Freethinker laugh wo 
shall be on tho lookout for the hardly-restrained tears, and 
listen for the cry of the soul for “ Him who is its Homo and 
Rest.”  How blind wo have been, to bo suro !

Mrs. Rylands, tho widow of the Manchester millionaire, 
died quite lately, and left a huge sum of money divided 
amongst a large number of religious bodies. One would think 
that every one of these would take its windfall and feel 
glad, if not grateful. But there seem to be heartburnings 
because some got more than others. Tho beggars, in short,

want to be choosers. And it is just like them. One glaring 
instance is recorded in the Manchester Guardian._ «  
appears that the Rev. Stanley Rogers, preaching at Liver
pool on missions to the heathen, said that he was “ amazed 
at some of Mrs. Rylands’ bequests. Only ¿£5,000 was left to 
the London Missionary Society, and ¿£25,000 for an institu
tional church at Manchester. It was questionable “  
Manchester needed another church; many that existed 
already wanted filling. “ All over the Eastern countries, 
however, “  the peoples were crying for the Gospel truth and 
its Teacher, and it surely behoved all men who called them- 
selves Christian believers to find a better proportion for their 
giving than ¿£25,000 to a church at home and ¿£5,000 to 
carry the gospel to the heathen.” This is plain speaking- 
It is also churlish—for Mrs. Rylands wasn’t bound to leave 
the London Missionary Society anything. We should say. 
for our part, that the ¿£5,000 she did leave was simply 
wasted. The heathen who are “  crying ” for the Gospel- 
don’t accept it when it comes along. A few converts are 
made amongst the destitute and outcasts, and the majority 
of them hold on to Christianity just as long as it is worth 
their while. The educated and intelligent classes, in all 
heathen countries, are as far off Christianity as ever. Some 
observers say farther. Mrs. Rylands’ money would have 
been far better spent upon the “ heathen ”  at home.

There is to be a great Catholic demonstration in London 
in September. Two cardinals and nearly two hundrod 
bishops will figure in the procession. A lady correspondent 
of the Daily News says that this “  is most serious for a 
Protestant country,”  which, in a sense, it undoubtedly lS‘ 
But the editor reminds the lady that this is a free country- 
and that the theory of the Constitution is that “  no on0 
shall be disturbed or hindered in the expression of bis 
religious faith.”  Suppose this be true, how does it make 
England a free country ? Believers are not to be disturbed 
or hindered, but tho same right is not accorded to unbelievers. 
Witness the recent “  blasphemy ”  prosecution, and ii-3 
revival of a law which the late Mr. Justice Stephen admitted 
to bo sheer “  persecution.”  Witness, too, the action of the 
Liverpool police in getting the N. S. S. Branch turned out «* 
its meeting-place.

Of all the queer-sounding sects wo have over heard of the 
"  Old Two-seed in tho Spirit Presbyterian Baptists ” is the 
queerest. We haven’t the remotest idea of what it is ah 
about, but it is given in the Now York Christian Advocate 
as ono of the numerous Christian sects that flourish 
America. It sounds much like an incantation to bo performed 
beforo purchasing a lottery tickot.

Many causes have been named as responsible for the 
decline of church-going. The Rev. W. R. Bevan, a Methodis" 
clergyman, seems to have settled the matter. Ho says that, 
in every instanco of a decayed or enorvated church that had 
come under his notico, the root of tho evil lay in “  dovotio0 
to whist, and dancing and theatre-going.”  Now, tho profile^ 
admits of easy solution. Let our Nonconformist Government 
close tho theatres, and prohibit dancing and whist, and the 
churches will once more be filled.

“  Tho Impotence of Omnipotence.”  This sensational sub
ject was announced in connection with the West London 
Mission on Sunday. It is distinctly blasphemous— being 
calculated to “  shock the feelings and outrage tho beliefs <n 
the public.” But the “  blasphemers ”  aro Christians, 80 
nothing will bo done. “  Blasphemy ”  is only punishable 
when it is committed by Freethinkers.

We have received a copy of tho Typographical C ircu it 
confirming the statements sent to us, and referred to in out 
last issue, concerning the firm of Alabaster and Passmore- 
the printers of Spurgeon’s Bermons and many other religion3 
publications. This firm, whoso pioty, wo suppose, is unques
tionable, is accused of employing “  young girls at very 1°"' 
wages on typesetting machines.” Naturally it has led to a 
row with tho London Society of Compositors. Tho m em ber8 
of that Society ought to know by this timo that pioty and 
good citizenship don’t always go together.

Messiah Piggott has another baby. This timo it is a g'1} ’ 
The first was a boy, and was called “  Glory.”  The girl i3 
called “  Alleluia.” Wo shudder to think of tho namo 
number three.

The Catholic Herald advertises bottles of holy water froDJ 
Holywell at from sixpence to two shillings and sixpeue® 
each. We wonder on what basis tho vendor’s water-rato 13 
calculated? To bo just to other people, ho should bo sup' 
plied per meter.
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Mr. Foote’s Engagements.

V i l ,  Queen's Hall, London.

To Correspondents.

J. j T  8 ^ ECTUaE E ngagements.—March 8, Glasgow.
^i Manch0't  Gectcee E ngagements.—March 8, West Ham ;

throu^r'1 *10 subject ’8 rather too hackneyed. Glad you came 
confirrne(j '°Ur r̂y4n8 hospital experience with your Atheism

E ,  ^  T>

®ent ,, VSTEB-—We understand your “ surprise and disappoint- 
tiona ; a* resuhi hut perhaps you found some compensa- 

h’ Bn n rea^ n8 our l8,8*1 week’s article. 
houbi°NI)i!'— are °hliged to you for your consideration and 
ieasibl6’ ')Ut b̂e sugi?ested alteration of our title is hardly 
p]ea e- _ ^  gives offence, you say; yes, but it also gives 
&re te > it is a flag in the battle ; and compromising titles 
'stance *° hrorn°te a compromising spirit, We could give

cases'1’̂  thinks we “  have done finely in this, as in other 
lV j(,.and says “ may your health be sustained to battle on.”  
sidp .8 letter come subscriptions from Cramlington, a Tyne- 

W. to tniniDg place.
J, 4yiiask.—see paragraph. Thanks.

'‘ forVEY (Pretoria) desires, through us, to thank Mr. Pottage 
of n, 13 respect for an old comrade in allusion to the funeral 

ft, j  r c°rrespondent’s father.
you aivfEERa0N‘—GUtt to have your congratulations on what

w.
the business.” We did not doubt your being among

Vertebrates.”
1)ivlE8— Quite right; you mustn’ t expect wonders from

JUQ arn rt ------- --- - ~ J
the R , 00<a enough to call our "m anly attitude all through 
n,„ “ ou|ter business.” We did not rlnn'hf. vnnr V»oin<t nmmii*

, - ty b od r  
T .g 0ptCKEN— Thanks. 

i|1ctcfin'!fS'i The °ther Fund had to wait, but it cannot wait 
just n ,y. The Fund you suggest could hardly be started 
We qujtW ’ there are more difficulties than you foresee. Yet 
* I owe l?'PPreciate your advice : “ Bo ever prepared for war. 
of my victories,’ Nelson said, ‘ to being ready a quarter

Woo.!J1°Ur hoforehand.’ ”
C. (u g °niIN-—Wo have not seen it.

•ouch La'); 8uhscribing to the Defence Fund, says: “ I very 
\V. p _ acimirc your action in the matter.”
At,0l;ilI 4LL— Many thanks for cuttings, 

you i, 0VELI..—Don't judge Mr. Atherley-Jones’s speech until 
Vo r°ad it. We begin its publication in this week’s 

in say; er," m  course Mr. Justice rhillimorc was a bit absurd 
Vet, that ho does not know what an “ obsolete ”  law is ; 
ôtermi r ab’ 't is for the jury, rather than the judge, to 

Q. >ji lne that point.
N. g g ' l0RH.—See paragraph.

PranC cGi!Neral F und.—We have received the following :—
J‘ C ( L 8mith’ £3-

V is io n 'v«IQnT.—Mr. H. de K. Walker, M.P. for the Milton 
fiomte- 0i Leicestershire, was quite right in saying that Mr. 
the fttat 7 8 Pr08CCUtcd under the Common Law, not under 
BtatUfe _ 0 ’ hut there never has been a prosecution under the 
Cotqjjj Rvery prosecution on record having been under the 
Cleans tv, Gaw\ Of course the Repeal of the Blasphemy Laws 
glad iQ 110 abolition of “ blasphemy ” as a crime at all. Wo are 
c°nsider Sf-° ^lat the honorablo gentleman would give “ careful 

„ direetiQ«10» ” *‘° any proposal laid before Parliament in that

linker t'i wr^e8 : “ I am more than pleased with the Free- 
■ ' It was sent to me anonymously two and a half years

W
AttendaLL— Gbl<I you have “  gained by reading ”  this journal. 
Army nce at “ divine service ” seems to bo compulsory in the 
Cx°U8e<j -,ou8h we do not know by what law. You might bo 
tho u l£ your ('.fimmonfltnrt nffipor woro unrv tnloroiif. nnr\

liDlTALL.-
nd;
y,

the chai,/1- your commanding officer were very tolerant, and 
p Con8regat!on Were too much of a gentleman to want an enforced

8te&t T̂ ê *°?MKRE>—Such lettors in the newspapers must do a 
> band nf al good. We wish all Freethinkers would lend a
\vB***eTT ™r? aganda-v e Mou ,'f • la,h to have the appreciation and good wishes of 

*°u say ntain Ash Branch, of which you are now secretary. 
and that M are anxiously awaiting our visit to Bouth Wales, 
Pared to ,• ountain Ash and Aberdare Freethinkers are pre- 
ye.11, we w‘fiUS "  a humping audience and a hearty welcome.”  
tRe tnonti try to visit you in April—say towards the end of

th® conrlfIlRAT (Montreal), who pulled Torrcy up so nicely in 
Ti'v*th all t f ’ saya : “ Go for the fakirs and win. The British, 

Becci, °lr taolte, dearly lovo a good fight.”
•u *atiinn,i R Society, L imited, oflico is at 2 Nowcaatle-street, 

NAT n'atreot, E.C.
r W S *  Secular Society's office is at 2 Newcastle-street, Sdon-atreet, E .C.

t° 2 the Editor of the Freethinker should be addressed
asUo-street, Farringdon-street, E.C.

Hi

L ecture Notices must reach 2 Newcastle-street, Farringdon- 
street, E.C., by first post Tuesday, or they will not be
inserted.

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

Orders for literature Bhould 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, Ss. 3d.; three months, 2s. 8d.

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

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

Sugar Plums.

Mr. Foote’s time was so much occupied by the “ blas
phemy ” case that his ordinary work was thrown into arrear, 
and it will take him some time to bring himself up to date 
with it. This time can only be secured by his ceasing to 
lecture for a little while ; accordingly he has made no lec
turing engagements for a few weeks, but he will bo at 
Queen’s Hall again in April.

Mr. Foote had grand meetings again in the Birmingham 
Town Hall on Sunday. The evening meeting, in particular, 
was a fine sight, that would have gladdened the heart of 
many a Freethinker in other parts of the country. And it 
was a thoroughly sympathetic meeting. There was a swift 
running fire of applause from beginning to end. When 
question-time came, a Christian in one of the side galleries 
asked a question which he evidently thought a poser; but 
the answer to it evoked a tempest of cheers, with which the 
proceedings ended. Mr. Fathers, the chairman, proposed a 
vote of thanks to the Lord Mayor for granting the uso of tho 
Town H a ll; this was carried with enthusiasm ; and another 
voto of thanks was given, just as enthusiastically, to the 
gentlemen of the band, who contributed so much to tho 
evening’s enjoyment.

These Town Hall meetings involve a good deal of oxpense, 
and tho collections do not cover it. The Hall is granted 
free, but the cost of cleaning, lighting, caretakers, etc., come 
to soveral pounds, and the advertising has to bo dono on a 
fairly large scale. On top of all that is the cost of tho 
lecturer’s visit from London. Wo hope some of tho “  saints ” 
will think of this, and send on a donation to the secretary, 
Mr. J. Partridge, 183 Yauxhall-road. Miss Baker has started 
tho list with £ 1 . ____

Mr. F. J. Gould is leaving the Leicester Secular Society, 
to which he has been Secretary and Organiser for nine 
years. His resignation takes effect at the end of April. 
Mr. Gould has not abandoned his old principles. Ho still 
adheres to the Secular Society’s principle that “  Secularism 
is that theory and practice of life which aim at developing 
man’s physical, mental, and moral powers, without depen
dence on the doctrines of God and a spiritual world.” But 
ho leans more at present to Positivist methods, and wishes 
to take a more active part (as a Socialist) in the Labor 
Movement. Mr. Gould’s modest salary will be secured to 
him by a small group of friends who are in harmony with 
his views and intentions. No doubt his loss will bo felt, and 
at first rather heavily, by tho Leicester Secular Society; 
but the President (Mr. Sydney Gimson) and tho Committee 
may be trusted to act energetically and wisely in tiding over 
tho difficulty. WTo understand that no steps will bo taken for 
some time to fill the vacancy caused by Mr. Gould’s resigna
tion. We trust it is not necessary to say that tho severance 
is effected with perfect good feeling on both sides. Mr. 
Gould coutinues to bo a member of tho Society, and hopes to 
lecture occasionally on its platform.

Mr. Sydney A. Gimson, President of the Leicester Secular 
Society, worthily bears a name that his father made so 
honorable. We aro glad, therefore, to bo able to quote tho 
following passage from a letter he has just written us. “  I 
very heartily agreo,”  ho says, “  with tho steps you took to 
securo Boulter’s defenco, and am most grateful to you for 
acting as a truo representative of Freethought.”

Tho West Ham Branch’s last Concert and Dance was so 
successful that it is organising another, to take place at tho 
Workman’s Hall, Romford-road, Stratford, on Wednesday 
evening, March 11. Tho tickets, only 6d. each, can bo
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obtained from any member of the Committee, or from R. H. 
Rosetti, 87 Harrow-road, Leytonstone. Profits will go to 
the propaganda.

We have published our Verbatim Report of the “  Blas
phemy ”  Trial irregularly ; that is to say, out of chronological 
order; but the irregularity was intended, and we believe has 
been, for our readers’ advantage. This week we publish 
Mr. Bodkin’s last speech for the prosecution, and the first 
half of Mr. Atherley-Jones’s speech to the jury for the 
defence.

A Great Labor Leader is the title of Mr. Aaron Watson’s 
biography of the Right Hon. Thomas Burt, M.P. One would 
think from the published price, which is fifteen shillings 
net, that the book was meant for millionaires. It seems 
very odd that the Life of a man of the people should be 
placed beyond the reach of all but the wealthy. A good 
many of our own readers would like to see this book, for 
Thomas Burt is an interesting and noble character in him
self, and was also associated more than once with Charles 
Bradlaugh. Fifty years ago, Thomas Burt opened his 
hospitable door to Charles Bradlaugh when all other shelter 
was denied him after a lecture ; and Thomas Burt was one 
of Bradlaugh’s sponsors— Henry Labouchere being the other 
— when the great Atheist went up to the table of the House 
of Commons and swore himself in. These facts make us all 
the more regret that enormous, and even ridiculous, price 
of Thomas Burt’s biography.

The “ Blasphemy ” Defence Fund.

Thomas Robson, 3 s .; George Fryer, 3s.; William Robson, 
2s. 6d .; James Robson, 2s. 6d .; Sidney Clowes, 2 s .; B. T. 
Brewster, ¿£1; R. Lloyd, 2s. 6d .; A Few Liverpool Free
thinkers (per W. Davies), 3s.; Blackkeatk, 2 s .; F. J. Gould, 
5 s .; Leicester Collection (per F. J. Gould), 3s. 3d.; “  C.” 
(U. S. A.), £1 ; Frank Smith, £2 ; Anarchist, I s . ; Mountain 
Ash N. S. S. Branch, 10s.; T. Sands, 5s.; Norman Murray 
(Montreal), 5 s .; H. W. Parsons, £ 1 ; H. A. Lupton. 10s.

Per H. Barber (Preston) :— W. Livesey, I s . ; F. G. Sharp, 
Is.; A. D. Salisbury, Is.; J. Barr, Is.; W., Is.; E. Wilson, Is.; 
J. Duckworth, I s . ; H. A. Cox, I s . ; G. von Zweigbergk, I s . ; 
J. II. Hunter, I s . ; R. G. Devey, I s . ; J. Martin, 3d.; II. 
Barber, Is. ______________________________

The “ Blasphemy ” Trial.

Speeches foe the Prosecution and the D efence on the 
Second D ay.

Mr. B odkin : May it please your Lordship—Gentlemen of 
tho Jury, aftor the observations that I made yesterday, you 
may be quite certain that I am not going to detain you this 
morning more than a very few minutes before you will hear 
the address which my learned friend Mr. Atherley-Jones is 
about to make to you. But my learned friend not having 
put any questions to the witnesses whom I called to speak 
to the language used on the three several occasions in ques
tion—the 1st, 8th, and 15th December—it must now be 
admitted that substantially tho exact languago used by the 
Defendant is before you, and his uso of that language 
involves the uttering and publishing which is one part of 
the essentials of this offence which you are now trying; 
and, so far as that point is concerned, it must be taken to be 
admitted that the Defendant uttered and published that par
ticular language.

The only question, therefore, remaining is whether that 
language falls within the description and the definition 
which I read to you yesterday, and which I do not propose 
to repeat to day. Therefore, it seems that the only ques
tion remaining is whether, adopting again the language of 
one of the same learned Judges whom I quoted yesterday, 
these things are not, in any point of view, “  blasphemous 
libels ” — whether they are not “  calculated and intended to 
insult the feelings and the deepest religious convictions of 
the great majority of the persons amongst whom wo live, 
and, if so, they are not to be tolerated any more than any 
other nuisance is tolerated.”

Mr. J ustice P iiillimore : Is that Lord Coleridge?
Mr. B odkin : Lord Coleridge, my Lord. We must not do 

things that are outrageous to the general feelings of pro
priety of tho persons among whom we live. So that the 
question for you, Gentlemen, is whether this language is 
such as is “ calculated and intended tc insult tho feelings 
and the deepest religious convictions ” of tho great majority 
of the population of this metropolis .

Gentlemen, my learned friend put one question yesterday 
in which he elicited that the Defendant was reputed to be a 
Freethought ecturer Let me just say in reference to that

that people in this country, and in every other country, at® 
free to think as much as ever they please upon any subje®' 
they like, and in any manner they like—that thought by 
them is a matter for themselves alone—but the momen. 
a person does something in consequence of his thoughts, ®r 
puts his thoughts into words in the hearing of the ordinary 
citizens of the town in which he lives, then does it become a 
matter of public interest, and a question whether what h° 
so expresses is “ calculated or intended to insult the fee* 
ings ”  of his fellow citizens, and, if so, that is not to n0 
tolerated any more than any other nuisance is to ® 
tolerated.

Gentlemen, here the language, I submit, is of that Par' 
tioular character, and the best evidence of it is the evidence 
of Mr. Jenkins, tho Superintendent of this particular locality' 
who gave evidence yesterday that when, in tho course of tne 
discourse of the I5th December, that phrase was uttered by 
the Defendant which forms part of the third count in tno 
indictment, the members, or some members, of the audience, 
to whom the Defendant was addressing himself cried on 
“  Shame ”— showing quite clearly what their feelings were 
in reference to this matter. They are members of the 
public, doubtless attracted there by seeing the knot oI 
persons usually collected there for the purpose of hearing 
what the Defendant had to say. Their feelings are entitle3 
to be regarded, and if their feelings are outraged, as 19 
evidenced by what they said aud did there and then °n 
hearing what the Defendant said, I submit you have tufl 
very best evidence from the ordinary members of tho pooh 
that this kind of speech is of a kind which is “  calculated 
or “  intended ”  to wound them in what, to a great man)' 
people, is the most susceptible part of their being. ,

Gentlemen, “  calculated and intended.”  Just one worm 
and one word only, with regard to that. A person by 
law, if he does any particular thing, or says any particul®* 
thing, and says it or does it intentionally, is presumed «° 
have intended all the natural and reasonable consequence9 
which flow from that act, or from the words which he b®9 
uttered. And therefore here, on the whole of this case, 1 
am submitting to you that the language falls within tb® 
definitions which I  have read to you, and which my Lord 
may, and in all probability—if with great deference I ffl®y 
say so in his hearing—will, adopt a fair, and proper, an® 
accurate statement of the law upon this subject—that tb>9 
language falls within them, which is admittedly the langur® 
which tho Defendant used, and, according to tho evidenc®’ 
which had the very effect of wounding the feelings of nia®) 
of those who had tho misfortune to have to listen to it.

Gentlemen, under these circumstances, and bearing 
mind that this is a case which, in the best interests of tb® 
ordinary public, is undertaken for tho purpose of preservi®» 
proper decency of speech in the public streets, I submit "® 
you that this charge is one which is made out against th° 
Defendant.

Mr. A therlky- J ones : May it pleaso your Lordships 
Gentlemen of tho Jury, I do not think you will regard it 
inappropriate on my part to ask for your indulgence l0 
respect of the observations which I shall have to addre09, 
to you in the defence which it is my duty to lay before y°a' 
There is one preliminary observation which I desire 
mako, and I make it not so much in my capacity as Conn0® 
as from the standpoint of a citizen, aDd, if I may be ullo'vC“ 
to say so, from the standpoint of a Christian. I doprec®4® 
prosecutions of this character. They servo no useful p®r 
pose. They rather tend to encourage and to magnify tU® 
mischief which they seek to abate. At tho beginning 0 
this century, in the course of one year, there were soBJ®' 
thing like 100 prosecutions for blasphemy.

Mr. B odkin : Last century.
Mr. A therley-Jones : I am much obliged—last cent®*?' 

In tho early part of last century there were over 100 Pr°s0e 
cutions for blasphemous libel. In tho year 1857 there 
one or two prosecutions, and from tho year 1857 to the yc®. 
1883 there was, if I am correctly informed, not a single Pf®, 
secution for blasphemous libel. And from the year l*’ . 
down to the present time there is not recorded one case j.

offencewhich
which

a prosecution was instituted for the 
the Defendant is now charged. Was it that 

crime, if crime it be, of blasphemous libel had ceased' 
exist ? Gentlemen, I am appealing to your common kn®” r 
ledge—to our common knowledge—and we know that 
good or for evil, in every city, in overy town—one mté3 
almost say in every village— of this country, there b®\ 
been persons who have thought fit, representing a c 
inconsiderable section of thought in this country, to add1®? 
audiences, using language similar to, if not identical ^  ’ 
the languago which has been used by the Defendant, Tb®  ̂
has been literature poured forth in superabundance, 
which the Defendant has culled tho most objection9 
passages of tho speeches to which my learned friend dr®

tli®

:
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count a^ ef*''0n’ and’ unchallenged by any authority in this 
r^’ tllat language has with impunity been uttered, 

written, and published.
thisSa*̂  a*i commencement of my speech that I thought 
alon ̂ r° Ŝ a^ 0n WaS JePreca ê|R 1® n°l| my opinion 
j : would be worthless. The most eminent
Pre ltaf lea ^he Church and of Nonconformity have ex- 
nroovi °P 'nmn- Judges as distinguished as he who
men* • j ° Ver ^‘*8 ljavo expressed that view. States- 
Part' lnrsPenden*' °1 political parties, have declined to be 
the i - SUĈ  a Prosecution, for the obvious reason that 

which you seek to cure is aggrandised, and the 
martyrs1101311 ^°U Eee^ e3habliali as malefactors pose as

tiacifW’ 8en^emeni the roots—the foundations— of Chris- 
j1]3e ? are planted so deep in the hearts and convictions— 
afford'0/*3 PC0Pl0 °* this country, that we may well
relio' *0 a'l°w that free liberty of speech upon all matters 
anp iU3’ ad matters Divine, which our less enlightened 
beli 018 80Ooht to stiile and destroy. Moreover, this is, I 
in s //6/  a*n?osl' 11m hrat prosecution which has not been 
Cro* U*ed eHller by a public body or at the instance of the 
take n" a rtde’ n° l only J° tho law officers of the Crown 
ad/ aHon themselves the responsibility of advising, or dis- 

a prosecution of this character, but they aro repre- 
q ed m Court by the Attorney General or the Solicitor - 
a eral of the day. To-day it is a police prosecution. It is 
Con/eCÛ 0n uudmta'mu on the responsibility of the Chief 
Dot Stâ ‘e. this metropolis, supported by the police. I do 
the Sa?- ^  *n any sensc by way of disparagement, becauso 
ban ■) lce are entitled to respect and consideration at the 
tbo ad 8ood citizens, but it is an official prosecution of 
Djod ° • ' And my learned friend—whose ability, whose 
0pe eral*°Pi and whose fairness I am ready to testify to— 
the 6<* case before my Lord on the same lines, and in 
Dtao f̂1110 sP!rH> a® It be was proceeding before a police- 
i,'ood ,-/C ,uP°n a P0Hce summons, for an offence against 
by , order in the streets, against obstruction, against some 
forb dW’ ° r sorno section of a Towns’ Clauses Act, which 

j j  the use of indecent or profane language. 
j 0* r> JesTicK Phillimore : Pardon mo a moment, Mr. Atherley- 
al»nS' Aro, you right in saying that these prosecutions are 
^ . i n s t i t u t e d  by tho law officers of the Crown? The 
boot1 ln ^ ox the âsl ca8e> m 1883—the caso against 

Ramsey— does not point that way. Sir Hardinge 
rd' not the Solicitor-General, and Mr. Maloney

P^secuted.
■Witt,r,ti^rUERLEY'J 0NES : 1 agree, my Lord, and that coincides 

the observation I made, 
j j  ' Justice Piiillimore : You made a mistake, 

only ’ . herley-Jones : I did not say uniformly, my Lord ; I 
tbat f a|‘J generally. And in tho caso mentioned by my Lord, 
I s ta /i  ' Sentlemen of the Jury, within tho ambit of what 
—it , eJ' That prosecution was undertaken at the instance 
it Urned out to be, I believe, an abortive prosecution, but 
Stoat3 ,a.ndertaken at tho instance of the Corporation of the 
Dot . Ufcy of London. It was undertaken at the instance 
'vas f  P0 ’̂ ce official, but you will remember, gentlomon, it 
llit< *he time of the controversy with regard to 
■Wag ra<Raugh, on his entering the House of Commons. It 
Hjoro 38°ciated— I did not want to onter into that matter— 
Wa ° r> s  witk political controversy. That prosecution 
the la t lnfibitutecl by a police official, and I hope this will be 
institl7  ° ccasion upon which such a prosecution will bo so 
totlQs j 1 but it was instituted—I  do not want to speak in 
thieij 't ^arsbuess upon tho matter, but it was instituted (I 
biat/ v?as matter of common knowledge at tho time) as a 
pass 7  political rancor and political difference. But I 
ptUp tla“ by. I only mention this to you, gentlemen, for the 
b^Dc ? GmPbasising the statement with which I com- 
Wisely that *8’ that prosecutions of this character aro 
tesni/ and r’ ghtly regarded as more mischievous in their 
s°eietv ?t?re J‘ fias r̂ous lu the effect that they produce upon 
'v°rdg ’ ‘ ban if utterances— wild, reckless, perhaps wicked 
Indid,’ whethor written or spoken—wero treated with 

( W UCe and contempt.
iiio_a .enien.’ P feel, I admit, that I have a heavy task before
I hone tasb' indeed, which I do not shrink from, and which 
shall a' f 11** * believe, will bo rewarded by the verdict that I 
Runji ,s i y°u to give. I am addressing a typical audience of 

—men who have, many of you, perhaps, the 
Part ion | r„ehgious convictions— men who have inherited a 
*GfJSoiis a? *°rin rel'gi°us faith— men who have learnt tho
chiIdlio °,i motahty in the prayers which you uttered in your 
Can sho y°ur mothers’ knees— and I  know nothing which
Much i C i human sensibility moro than to hear that faith 
)'our jj. 8 as Jear to you— aye, and often dearer to you—than 
Merely ° ’ £a,a<̂ C ^le subject of ribald jest and gibe. It is not 
Centre  ̂t /  • doma*n of religion, although in religion aro 
v*ctions f h'ghest aspirations and tho most profound con- 
hQ8in0ss°i .o  human mind— in tho field of civil life, bo it 

' be it profession, be it politics—yes, even politics—

we aro taught to have consideration for the feelings of others. 
Necessity compels us at times to use language which may 
hurt, may wound, the feelings of those whom we criticise or 
whom we address ; but to wantonly attack our opinions, be 
they political, be they social, or be they religious, and to add 
to that attack the torture of gibe and insult, inflames the 
passions of men, and causes them to forget—to ignore—the 
duty which devolves upon them in the high office that they 
may from time to time occupy (as you are occupying to-day, 
gentlemen), and in the circumstance—in the material—in 
the mere environment of the case, to forget the issue which 
the law invites them to decide, so that they fail to confine 
their judgment and their verdict to that issue and to that 
issue alone. Therefore, gentlemen, I respectfully beseech 
you— I have a right to do moro than beseech, I ask you with 
all deference and with all earnestness—to let your minds, in 
deciding upon this case, rise to a higher plane than that of 
your prejudice— than that of your sentiments— aye, or even 
than that of your religious convictions— and to remember (I 
say it without hesitation) that there is involved in this case 
a great public principle ; obscured, as it may be, by the 
sordid and repulsive environment, there is involved a great 
public issue of profound importance—namely, that there 
shall be full liberty of speech upon all matters, be they 
political, be they social, or be they religious, and that the 
sacred name of religion shall not be drawn into the issues of 
this case in order to secure punishment for an offence for 
which, if there be an offence, there are other and facile 
remedies available.

The indictment hero is for blasphemy, and I was certainly 
somowhat astonished to hear my learned friend, in his 
opening to you, introduce into his speech considerations of 
public convenience— tho use of language which was offensive 
to passers-by—language which might have been heard (and 
I accept the evidence for the prosecution—I may relieve my 
learned friend’s mind of any difficulty as to that—I must 
accept it, and as he pointed out I did not cross-examine to 
it, as substantially accurate)—which might, I say, even have 
been heard by people sitting at their open windows—ques
tions of the obstruction of a public highway. I tell you, 
Gentlemen of the Jury, with a full assurance that I am 
speaking good law, that not one of those questions has the 
remotest possible bearing upon the issue that you have to 
try. If obstruction was caused in the streets, there aro 
facilities for a speedy and effective method of dealing with 
them under Acts of Parliament framed for tho purposo. If 
profane or obscene—it is not suggested, nor could it be sug
gested, that this is obscene language—if profane or obscene 
language is used in the streets, if language calculated to 
promote a breach of the peace is used in the streets, there 
is the machinery of the law available, and any ordinary 
police officer—it is not necessary to go to the Chief Commis
sioner of Police of this Metropolis, any ordinary constable 
has it within his competence to take prompt and effective 
action for the purpose of repressing that disorder and pre
venting the recurrence of that crime. And I say to you that 
those are matters—I will not say intentionally, becauso I 
have already paid a tribute to the fairness of my learned 
friend—those are matters, I will say, inadvertently intro
duced in this caso, which are entirely foreign to the issue in 
tho trial of which you are engaged now, and matters which 
can only be introduced for the purpose of provoking pre
judice, for the purpose of minimising the true meaning and 
effect of this prosecution, and inducing you to say, “  Oh, wo 
aro citizens of a law-abiding country, wo will not tolerate 
nuisancos of this description, we do not care ; blasphemy or 
no blasphemy, we will convict this man because he has been 
a public nuisance, and ho has caused annoyance and obstruc
tion in tho streets of London.”  It is the first time, Gentle
men, in the history of blasphemy cases, that a learned 
Counsel has opened a case upon the lines which my learned 
friend has followed.

Now, Gentlemen, in ordor that you may fully appreciate 
what this charge is—I promise you that I will endeavor, as 
much as possible, to avoid detail in the matter— I promise 
you that I will strive, as much as is in my power, to com
press within as narrow limits as possible my argument—but 
I am bound, in order that you may properly appreciate this 
issue, to draw your attention to what is tho true history, and 
what is the present truo position, of tho law with regard to 
blasphemy. Whatever I say to you must be said, and will 
be said, subject to what falls from tho lips of my Lord. His 
erudition is greater than mine, and ho will—even a Judgo is 
human, but he will endeavor, and no doubt successfully 
endeavor, to disposses his mind, and to disposses your 
minds, of those prejudices which aro inherent in human 
frailty.

Gentlemen, I start with the somowhat bold proposition 
that this law of blasphemy is obsolete. The law of blas
phemy is obsolete by virtue of a long series of judicial 
decisions and legislative enactments. It is obsolete becauso 
it is contrary to the spirit of tho age, and juries in this
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enlightened era have shrunk, and properly shrunk, as a rule, 
from convicting thereon. Now. why do I say it is obsolete ? 
What is the origin of this law ? It is a relic of medievalism. 
It is a relic of the darkest and crudest days of religious per
secution. Only some three hundred years ago, or less, blas
phemous libel was an offence unknown to the common law 
of this country. It was an offence which was entertained, 
and dealt with, only by Ecclesiastical Courts— with vigor 
and rigor, it is true, because if this gentleman had been 
standing in the dock when the Court of Star Chamber had 
been sitting, or the Court of High Commission, which then 
had sole cognisance of these cases, he would have been in 
danger, and imminent danger, of perishing by the flames. 
That law was, with the growing civilisation of this country, 
which empowered Ecclesiastical Courts to exercise civil 
penalties and civil jurisdiction, abolished, and that power 
then became spontaneously exercised with mitigated methods 
and modified results—became exercised by the Court of 
King’s Bench, which my Lord represents to-day, and the 
Court of King's Bench, regarding itself as the custodian of 
the morals of the people, assumed the powers which were 
exercised by Ecclesiastical Courts, and punished as a mis
demeanor the offence of blasphemous libel. What is a blas
phemous libel ? It has nothing to do with the obstruction 
of the streets. It has nothing to do with the place at which 
it is spoken. It has nothing to do with the character of the 
audience which it addresses. It has nothing to do—I hope 
to establish that proposition too—with the vehicle—the 
language—by which it is expressed. Blasphemous libel 
means this— that a denial of tho Providence of God Almighty, 
a denial of the literal truth of tho Holy Scriptures, a denial 
of the Trinity, a denial of the Savior constitutes tho crime 
known as blasphemy, for which a prisoner can by the civil 
Courts of this country be punished.

Mr. J ustice Phillimork : I may tell the Jury otherwise.
Mr. Atherley-Jones : I know your Lordship will.
Mr. J ustice Phillimork : I  am surprised at that remark.
Mr. Atiikrley-Jones : Pardon me, my L ord -----
Mr. J ustice P hillimore : Excuse me, I am speaking. I 

am surprised at that remark falling from you— “ I know your 
Lordship will tell the Jury otherwise ” than you tell the 
Jury. You should have said, “  I  should hope to convince 
your Lordship otherwise.”

Mr. A therley-Jones : Your Lordship misunderstands me.
Mr. J ustice P hillimore : I am glad to hear that. I 

thought I must have misunderstood you.
Mr. A therley-Jones : I  did not mean for ono moment 

that I was going to put my views in conflict with those of 
your Lordship. I had already expressed the view that your 
Lordship’s ruling would be paramount in this Court. But 
why I say your Lordship may tell the Jury differently is 
this— that I know that, partly arising from the case which 
my learned friend quoted, and partly arising from tho Judg
ment of the late Lord Coleridge in the case of Foote, there 
is an opinion, shall I say, a view— a judicial view— that the 
language in which a blasphemous libel may bo cast con
stitutes tho offence, and not merely the denial of the Trinity.

Mr. J ustice Phillimore : I did not quite mean that. I 
know thero is a certain amount of difference of opinion as 
to tho lato Lord Coleridge’s Judgment. I did not mean that. 
What I was at the moment especially thinking of was your 
saying that a denial of the Trinity is blasphemy. Certainly 
in my view that is not so, having regard to the Statute 
which gave freedom to the Unitarians— toleration to tho 
Unitarians.

Mr. A therley-Jones : My Lord, I agree. I am very much 
obliged to your Lordship. I am proceeding by steps. What 
I was endeavoring to indicate to tho Jury was what 
originally, according to legal conception, subject to the 
course of legislation, and subject to judicial decisions, was 
the original law of blasphemous libel. And I beseech you, 
gentlemen, if I may—I shall bo able to put this clearly 
before your minds— I beseech you, gentlemen, to bear with 
me until I  shall come, as I think I shall, if I may respect
fully say bo, into accord with his Lordship’s view in showing 
what the law has become. But there can be no manner of 
doubt about it, gentlemen, that the law of blasphemous 
libel, when the Common Law Courts of this country first 
took upon themselves the responsibility of dealing with 
blasphemous libel, was the denial of tho Providence of God, 
the denial of the Holy Trinity, the denial of the truth—the 
literal truth— of the Bible, the denial of tho Divinity of our 
Savior, quite irrespective of all language with which it was 
environed, quite irrespective of the circumstances or con
ditions under which it was uttered or published. And I 
want to impress upon you that subject to the deductions 
made by legislation, and made by judicial decision to which 
1 shall draw your attention, that in substanco remains the 
law at the present day. I anticipate my observations with 
regard to the Trinity in consequence of what fell from my 
Lord. It is perfectly familiar to all of you, gentlemen, that 
the great sect of Unitarianibm came into existence, and it is

perfectly familiar to you that for a considerably long time- 
according to judicial decisions, Unitarians were outside the 
pale of the law, and for any human being to preach the 
doctrines of Unitarianism was— and there are judici* 
decisions in point—committing the offence of blasphemy- 
And then, gentlemen, after a series of enactments, toleration 
— not at first, but somewhat delayed—was extended to 
Unitarianism by express Statute, and therefore no longe1 
did the preachers or ministers of the Unitarian religl0D 
remain liable to indictment, or indeed to any civic penalty' 
because they were Unitarians. In the same way, gentlemen 
— I am rather, I say again, anticipating what I was going to 
say to you at a later stage— toleration was extended to the 
Jews. That came somewhat late, and it was perfectly 
possible, until a comparatively recent period in our history- 
for a Jewish Ilabbi, for preaching tho doctrines of his fa' “11 
in his pulpit, to have stood in the dock at that era on a 
charge of blasphemous libel. And indeed there are cases 
which show—I have them here— I am not going to trouble 
you with them, that a gift by Jews to Jews for the pr0’ 
motion of the Jewish religion, not much more, if any more- 
than a hundred years ago, was an illegal gift, because »  
constituted a gift in favor of a sect which denied the 
principles of Christianity.

Now, gentlemen, the law of blasphemous libel remains 
now at this day as follows—a denial of the Deity, a dem® 
of the Divinity of our Savior, a denial of the truth of «be 
Holy Scriptures constitutes a blasphemous libel, mb® 
essence, the substance, of the offence is tho denial of those 
sacred institutions which I have mentioned. The Indict
ment upon which this charge is formulated recites—“ d'9' 
regarding the laws and religion of the realm, and wickedly 
and profanely devising and intending to bring the Holy 
Scriptures and the Christian religion into disbelief aD“ 
contempt among the peoplo of this Kingdom, So-and-S®1 
on a certain day, unlawfully did compose, print aD® 
publish ” ------

Mr. B odkin : I think that is not what this Indictment 
says.

Mr. A th e r le y -J ones : It is in substance, but I will read 
this very Indictment. .

Mr. J ustice P uillim ore  : You had bettor read tho actual 
Indictment.

Mr. A th e r le y -J ones : I am only stating to you, gentlemen- 
what the law is, but I will read tho actual Indictment 
itse lf :—  .

“  That Harry Boulter, being an evil-disposed person, and 
disregarding the laws and religion of this Realm, and wickeml 
devising and contriving and intending to scandalise and vim? 
the Christian religion and to bring tho Holy Scriptures a111 
tho Christian religion into disbelief, ridicule, and conteml® 
amongst tho people of this Realm, and to publicly blaspben1® 
Almighty God and our Lord Jesus Christ, on the 1st day 0 
December, a.d. 1907 ” —

said so and so, and so and so. Then, Gontlemon, the Indict" 
mont ends:—

“ To the high displeasure of Almighty God, to the grc*! 
scandal and reproach of the Christian religion, to the cVI, 
example of others in the like case offending, in contempt 0 
our said Lord the King and his laws, and against the PeftC<J 
of our said Lord the King, his Crown and dignity.”

Gentlemen, I think that you will concur with mo that I haV5 
correctly stated what tho law of blasphemous libel is, aDd 
subject to any direction which you may recoivo from nH 
Lord, I say that the essonco of the offonco of blaspheme11.9 
libel is a denial of tho voracity of thoso great Christian inst1' 
tutions which I have already mentioned. ,

Gentlemen, there are a long course of Judgments of learn® 
Judges extending from tho early part of tho seventeen“ 
century down almost to tho present timo in which (I mW 
quote one or two of them) they stato unequivocally 
the law is. This is tho Judgment of ono of the greatest 0 
English lawyers, Lord Halo :—

“ To say religion is a cheat is to dissolve all those oblifi®. 
tions whereby the civil societies aro preserved, and tb 
Christianity is parcel of the laws of England ; and therein* 
to reproach the Christian religion is to speak in subversion 
the law.”

Again, another great lawyer at a somewhat later stage b®"' 
in dealing with a blasphemous libel which deniod tho Divin**® 
of Christ, stated :— .

 ̂“  Christianity in general is parcel of tho Common La'v 0 
England, and therefore to bo protected by it. Now whate'c 
strikes at the very root of Christianity tends manifestly t0 n 
dissolution of the civil government. So to say that ® 
attempt to subvert the established religion is not punish®, 
by those laws upon which it is established is an absurdity-

Mr. J ustice Phillimore : Who said that ? âfMr. A tuerley-Jones : That was said by Lord Ray®0 
my Lord. ..yf

Mr. J ustice P hillimore : Will you give me the author1 ; 
Mr. Atherley-Jones : It is in Woolston’s caso.
Mr. B odkin : What is tho date of that ?

.
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U Atherley-Jones : You know when Lord Raymond
• I do not know the exact date.

Ti r" 'Justice Phillimore : Lord Raymond was a King’s
Bench Judge, was he not?
j  r‘ Atherley-Jones : Yes, my Lord. Gentlemen of the 
altlf' â ° ^ er 8reat Judge— a Judge of high reputation, 

nough not standing on the same plane, perhaps, as Lord 
Raymond and Lord Hale, stated

■BR® rule of the Common Law on this subject is neces- 
ry (namely, the law against blasphemy) “  to guard the 

yatem °f morals which regulates the conduct of the people, 
na which is built upon the Holy Scriptures.”

Mr. Justice Phillimoee : Who was that ? 
r. Atiierley-Jones : That was Mr. Justice Best. 
r- Justice Phillimoee : In which case ?

J - Atherley.J ones : It is in 3 Barnewall and Alderstone, 
g 1 my Lord.

5' '̂ USTI0E Phillimore : I  do not remember the name of
J- can  fin(l  it.

the c" At.Hrrlby-Jones : I am sorry, I have got the name of 
ase in my notes somewhere.

"Ustice P hillim ore  : I can find it, of course, only I 
Mr a 6 *° Set these references as you go along, 

also i ^ tiierley-Jones : Gentlemen, Mr. Justice Ashurst—  
a Judge of no mean repute—says :—
and n ■ name of our Redeemer he suffered to be traduced, 

a His Holy Religion treated with contempt, the solemnity 
an oath upon which the administration of justice depends 

J. he destroyed, and the law be stripped of one of its 
" moipal sanctions.”

Say iU flmen’ you con'd  say that at that date, but can you 
our s ■ y whioh appeals to the Divinity of
the g avior—to the Almighty God— when the Judge upon 

, i°Rch may be a Jew, and when more than one dis- 
occqd-S  ̂ man in the judicial history of our country has 
Lors i Mm high seat upon the judicial bench which mym adnrvicf _i____ i____  ' t __ t  ,< O  WwMIM u ^ / o u  l i n o  J u u t v / i u i  U V U O U  H U i V U  U A J

Chriat- orns .to/d ay> an<l has been a Jew, disbelieving in the 
box to n11 r.°fi8i°n—and when among you who sit in the jury- 
Chriai-C oc‘du the fate of the man who has blasphemed the 
atuoQ *an refi§i°n> there may be—probably would be—one 
chata®fyo.u who is a member of that religion the essential 
°ur Lord negation of the Divinity of

R°Dkin ; Forgive me, was the case you quoted just 
"Barnewall and Cresswell?
Mr" ^Tiierl®y-Jones : 3 Barnewall and Alderstone.
Sir t 0I’KIN : I heg your pardon. 
l lr' Justice Phillimore : What is the case ?*  m u L iiu u iv r i . u u a u  ka uuu  t u o o  i

°aso ' qi!llKIN : My Lord, I thought it was Warrington’s 
Lorj V 10*0 is a Judgment of Mr. Justico Best in that, my 

ijj,' 1 h°g your pardon.
'^uio'r ,STICE P hillim ork  : Perhaps Mr. Atherloy-Jono’s 
thev o td l mo the reference. I want the references ; 

Mr T. ltQP°rtant to me.
step ¿__Jiikrley-J ones : Now, gontlomen, we come to a later

Mr. ThJLLÏI< E Riiillim °RR : I want to guido myself. If 
be helpf°| ^ will kindly givo mo the authorities, they will

I Wifi ^ 1 iieri‘by-J o n e s : I am much obliged to your Lordship, 
ilr j aa<̂  them up. It is the case of Garble, my Lord.

Age g .  t« hrley .J ones : He was the publisher of tho The 
tibalj ]-/ea80w. Tom Paino’s book, which was replete with 
•hark v * • nPon holy things. Lord Hardwicko says— 
the .Tr,̂ ?.’ in Tcforence to a bequest for the propagation of

ice Phillim ork  : Which Caribe ?

Q° Jew" v. OI?r°nce to a bequest tor the propagation of 
Mother-181 refiS'°n— a bequest by a brother Jew to

, The intent of this bequest must be taken to be m coi 
tradiction to the Christian religion, which is a part of tho la 

‘he land which is laid down by Lord Halo and Lo 
Raymond ; and it is undoubtedly so, for the constitution an 
policy of this nation is founded thereon.”

0 That was tho law of blasphemous libel at the boginnit 
Thlw ,contury—that is the law of blasphemous libel to-da; 
the6p t lGro is a case which is reported in tho Law Report* 

. a8e of Cowan v. M ill urn, my Lord, 
v  ‘ JysTiCB P hillim ork  : Yes, I know that. 

T h „ ; .ATnEaLEY-Jones: It is in 2 E xch equer, page 231 
Chrioi- n.Chiof Baron of the Exchequer held that to attac 
blasnLaaity was to lay oneself open to an Indictment fc 
is eiRy' This is not a question of street corners. Ih  
the . * (lu°stion of vulgar language. This is a quostion ( 
Phem aerent characteristic and essence of tho law of bla 
the w" , if you wanted more, why, Gentlemon, upc 
teppai j  Rtc Book to-day, as my Lord knows, stands 
C 3  a Statu to -------------1

nn___ _ uu-uu.y, as my Juoru Knows, asanas u
a statute which says that if a man is c " 

h »  RP as a child in the Christian> religion this wa 
tiau t0 8ave tho Jew)—if a man is brought up in tho Chris 
tha» teli8*on, and if ho maintains that there aro moro god 
Molv°ce’ 01 ficnics tho Christian religion to bo true, or t 

s  Scriptures of the Old and New Testament to be c

Divine authority, he shall be subject to imprisonment, to 
loss of his goods and chattels, and to the deprivation of tho
rights of citizenship....... That Statute, which is a standing
reproach to the law of this country, still stands. It is 
obsolete, because nobody dares—not even a police-officer— 
to avail himself of that Statute to bring any English citizen 
to the bar of this Court.

Mr. B odkin : That is a Statute of William III., is it not ?
Mr. A thkrley-J ones : That is so.
Mr. B odkin : Yes.
Mr. A th erley -J ones : My learned friend says yes, but that 

Statute stands to-day, and I only use it for the purpose— for 
a purpose perfectly fair and legitimate—of indicating to you 
what, so late as the reign of William III., was regarded, not 
merely by the judicial Bench, but by the Legislature, as the 
law of blasphemy in this country.

(To be concluded.)

Correspondence.

THE F R E E T H IN K E R  IN PUBLIC LIBRARIES.
TO THE EDITOR OF “  THE FREETHINKER.”

S ir ,— Some years ago tho Freethinker used to lie on the 
table of the Central Reading Room here ; but the gentle
man who presented it died, and it then disappeared. 
Recently a few of us have made an effort to get it back 
again. We sent in a petition with fifty signatures asking 
the Library Committee to purchase the paper and place it 
in the Reading Room on its merits. This they refused to 
do. Our next step was to offer to present the Freethinker, 
and this comes up for consideration pn March 5. We have 
one friend at court, Mr. Gerrie, who is a Freethinker and a 
member of the Library Committee. He will press for the 
acceptance of Mr. Caldor’s offer to present the paper, but ho 
wishes to know if the Freethinker can be referred to in tho 
Reading Rooms of (say) Dundee, Edinburgh, and Glasgow. 
If you cannot let us have this information right away, 
perhaps a note in your “  To Correspondents ”  column would 
bring it to you in time for Thursday week’s issue, which 
would just catch the Committee’s meeting. Any informa
tion as to English towns would also be useful. Correspon
dents should state if the Freethinker is purchased or pre
sented. If you care to publish this letter it may lead to the 
Secularists of other towns moving in this direction. I cm  
trace tho romoval of tho scales of superstition from my own 
eyes to the reading of the Freethinker week after week, 
nearly twenty years ago, in tho Aberdeen Central Reading 
Room.

Aberdeen. W m. G reig .

Scotch Chestnuts.
*

N orman M cleod was walking down Buchanan-street, Glas
gow, with a friend, when the Bishop of Argyll passed, 
followed by tho Bishop’s valot. “  Who was that man with 
tho white choker just behind the Bishop ?”  said McLeod's 
friend. “ Oh,”  said Norman, “  that's tho valet ot the shadow 
of death.” ____

“  That young man who preached to-day had threo fauts,” 
said a discerning village matron. “  His sermon was road, it 
wasna weel road, and it wasna worth reading.”

“  I hope, Mrs. Robertson,” said the minister, “  you roceivo 
much good from your regular attendance at tho kirk.”  11 Ay 
ay, sir,” was the reply; “  it’s no’ every day I got sic a nice 
scat to sit on, an’ sae little to think aboot."

When tho minister advised John to “  heap coals of fire on 
your enemy’s head,”  John replied, ”  Dod, sir, that's tho 
verra thing. Capital, meenister, that'll sort him ; dod, ay, 
heap lowin’ coals on his head and burn tho wratch.”

A Scotch blacksmith, being asked the meaning of meta
physics, explained as follows : “  Weel, yo see, it’s like this. 
When tho pairty that listens disna ken what tho pairty that 
speaks means, an’ when tho pairty that speaks disna ken 
what ho moans himsol’, that’s motaphysics.”

11 John,”  said a minister, “  I hope you hold family worship 
regularly.”  “  Yo ken, sir, we canna see in these winter 
nichts." “ But, John, can’t you buy candles ?” “ Weel, I
could,”  replied John, “  but I ’m dootin’ the cost would ower- 
gang tho profit.”
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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.
W est H am B ranch N . S. S. (Workman’s Hall, Eomford-road, 

Stratford) : 7.30, W. Gregory, “ The Power of Church and the 
Power of Freethought.” Selections by the Band before lecture.

Outdoor.
W est L ondon B ranch N. S. S. (Hyde Park, near Marble Arch) : 

11.30, H. B. Samuels, “ Is the Bible True ?”

COUNTRY.
E dinburgh B ranch N. S.S. (84, Leith-street) : G.30, James 

Robertson, “  Christianity : Its Claims and Origin.”
F ausworth (Secular Sunday School, Pole-lane) : 6.30, Fred 

Morgan, Recital.
G lasgow (Hall, 110 Brunswick-street) : Joseph McCabe, 12 

noon, “ Secularism and Socialism ”  ; 6.30, “ The Jesuit in Fact 
and Fiction.”

M anchester B ranch N. S. S. (Secular Hall. Rusholme-road) : 
0.30, Councillor J. McLachlan, “  The Démocratisation of God.”

Outdoor.
E dinburgh B ranch N. S. S. (The Meadows) : 3, Meets for Dis

cussion.

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

IS, I B E LIE ?»,

THE BEST BOOK
ON THIS SUBJECT.

Superfine Large-paper Edition, 176 paget, teith Portrait and Auto
graph, bound in cloth, gilt-lettered, poet free It. 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 oopies, for dis

tribution, post free for one shilling.
The National Reformer of September «, 1862, says: "M r.

Holmes's pamphlet.......is an almost unexceptional statement
of the Neo-Malthusianism theory and praotico.......and through
out appeals to moral feeling.......The special value of Mr.
Holmes's servioe to the 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 tor family 
limitation, with a plain account of the means by which it can be 
secared, and an offer to all oonoorned of the requisites at the 
lowest possible prices.”

The Council of the Malthuelan League, Dr. Drysdalo, Dr. 
Allbutt, and others, have also spoken of it in very high terms. 

Ordert should be sent to the author,
J. R. HOLMES, EAST HANNEY, W A N TA G E .

THE 8AFEBT AND MOST EFFECTUAL CURE FOR 
INFLAMMATION OF THE EYES.

Tfawaites’ Celandine Lotion.
Cures inflammation in a few hours, Negleoted or badly dootored 
oases. 3 or 4 days is sufficient time to oure any case. For sore 
and Inflamed Eyelids. Nothing to equal the Lotion for Dimness 
of Sight. Will remove Skin or Film that sometimes grows on 
the Eye. As the eye is one of the most sensitive organs of the 
body, it needs the most careful treatment.

Cullpeper says in his Herbal Book that if the virtues of 
Celandine were generally known it would spoil the speotacle 
makers'trade. Is. ljd . per bottle, with directions; by poet 14
stamps.

G. T H W A IT E S ,
HERBALIST, 2 CHURCH ROW. STOCKTON-ON-TEES

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. S ecretary, 

2 N ewcastle-street, Farringdon-street, E.C.

THE BOOK OF 000
IN THE LIGHT OF THE HIGHER CRITICISM. 

By G. W. F O O T E .

“  I have read with great pleasure your Book of Ood. You have 
shown with perfect clearness the absurdity of Dean F a r r a r s 

position I congratulate you on your book. It will do great gooit 
becauso it is filled with the best cf sense expressed with force ad 
beauty."—Colonel I ngersoll.

“ A volume we strongly recommend........Ought to be In
hands of every earnest and sinoero inquirer."—Reynold»’» NeVl' 
paper.

Bound in Stout Paper Covers- - - - 1 /-
Boand in Good C l o t h ..............................2 /-FLOWERS of FREETHOUGHT

Ey G. W . FOOTE.
First Series, cloth - - • 2s. 6d.
Second Series, cloth - • • - 2 s .  6d.

Contains scores of entertaining and informing Essays 
Articles on a great variety of Freethonght topics.

THE

MARTYRDOM OF HYPATIA;
OR, THE

DEATH OF THE CLASSICAL WORLP-

An Address delivered at Chicago by

M. M. M A N  GAS A R I AN.

Will be forwarded, post free, for

THREE HALFPENCE.
Tnic P ioneer P ress. 2 Newcastle-street, Farringdon-streot,

Colonel Ingersoll’s Last Lecture.

WHAT IS RELIGION?
An Address delivered beforo the American Free Relig‘°nS 

Association at Boston, Juno 2, 1899.

Price Twopence.

SECULAR EDUCATION.

COL. INGERSOLL’S
ADVICE TO PARENTS-

KEEP CHILDREN OUT OF CHURCli 
AND SUNDAY SCHOOL.

“ Nothing is More Outrageous than to Take AdvaJl 
tage of the Helplessness of Childhood to So'd 

in the Brain the Seeds of Error.”

A Four-page Tract for Distribution. Gd. per 100, post ^  
Stamped envelope for Specimen Copy, from th 

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

Company Limited by Guarantee.
Registered Office—2 NEWCASTLE STREET, LONDON, H.C. 

Chairman of Board of Direotori— M*. G. W, FOOTE. 
Secretary— E. M. VANCE (Miss).

acaniftt? 8ty i0ftne(1 la 1898 to afford legal aeourity to the 
Xhfl m acd application of funds for Secular purposes.

Object morandnm °f Association sets forth that the Society's 
aboulijav,ar? '—2-° promote the prinoiple that human oonduot 
®aturalK ed opon natural knowledge, and not upon super-
■)nj  , Bnd that human welfare in this world in the proper
p0 D a*l thought and aotion. To promote freedom of inquiry. 
PUts 0motie universal Seoular Education. To promote the oom- 
l»WfulSiM âldaâ on °* t'3e Slate, etc., etc. And to do all such 
bold .  ‘ “ 'Of?3 as are conducive to such objects. Also to have, 
o( baon«?8’ and retain any sums of money paid, given, devised, 
thn _;aeathed by any person, and to employ the same for any of 

& ° v eaof Ihe Society.
ah0Dl.Ability of members is limited to sBl, in oasa the Sooiety 
'UbiliH Var be w°und up and the assets were insufficient to cover 

Jletnlf—a most unlikely oontingenoy. 
yean* ra Pay an entranoe fee of ten shillings, and a subsequent 

The ^ « M i o n  of five shillings.
Urge, 8ociety has a considerable number of members, but a muoh 

. aumber is desirable, and it is hoped that some will be 
It patjjamongat those who read this announcement. All who join
iti pate in the oontrol of its business and the trusteeship of
tioQ *w rooa' 11 la expressly provided in the Articles of Assooia- 
*•- at no member, as such, shall derive any sort of profit from 

, either by way of dividend, bonus, or interest, or in
i h„'V n° member, as such, shall derive any sort of profit from

w V ither r
The*?'wbatevsr-

0it ’P ie ty 's  affairs are managed by an elected Board of 
twelve ïa’ 00nslstln8 of not less than five and not more than 

. Members, one-third of whom retire (by ballot) enoh year,

but are capable of re-eleolion. An Annual General Meeting of 
members must be held in London, to reosive the Report, elai t 
new Directors, and transaot any other business that may arise. -

Being a duly registered body, the Seoular Society, Limiter, 
can reoeive donations and bequests with absolute security. 
Those who are in a position to do so are invited to male 
donations, or to insert a bequest in the Society's favor in their 
wills. On this point there need not be the slightest apprehension. 
It is quite impossible to set aBide such bequests. The executois 
have no option but to pay them over in the ordinary course if  
administration. No objection of any kind has been raised in 
connection with any of the wills by which the Society hss 
already been benefited.

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

A Form of Rejueit.—The following is a sufdoient fc-rm of 
bequest for insertion in the wills of testators :—“ I give and
M bequeath to the Seoular Society, Limited, the sum of £ ------
" free from Legacy Duty, and I direct that a receipt signed by 
“ two members of the Board of the said Society and the Secrotary 
“ thereof shall be a good discharge to my Executors for the 
" said Legacy.” * « ■>

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

WORKS
Qe ism  a n d  m o r a l i t y

BiBLe

BY G. W . FOOTE.
2d., post Jd.

FREETHINKERS AND IN- 
handKii^  CHRISTIANS. A new edition, revised and 
nWu ?meIY printed. Cheap edition, paper cover, Is. 6d. ;

eiB0loth2s.6d.,post2Jd.
g ?  ROMANCES. Popular edition, with Portrait, paper 
P°st 2jaSt 2^ ’ Superior edition (160 pages), cloth 2s.,

IAliITY AND PROGRESS. Second and cheaper 
Recommended by Mr. Robert Blatchford in Qod 

c %  Neighbor. Id., post jd.
DeWANI.TY AND SECULARISM. Four Nights' Public
nlotiT, the Rev. Dr. James McCann. Paper, Is. ;c‘oth IB. 6d., post 2d.

give8 P F CHRISTIANITY, 
standard authorities

Hundreds of references are 
No pains have been spared tofrlak uutiHuribiuB. nu pan no xiavo uuuji upuruu tu

Indie, 6 worl{ a complete, trustworthy, final, unanswerable 
Iv,,:0. 1Bi t °I Christianity. The Tree is judged by itsChristianity. ________

Cloth (214 pp.), 2s. 6d., post 3d.Bruit
^ ! C  SERMONS AND OTHER FANTASIAS.

° aRw in

judged by 

8d., post Id.
of T) ON GOD. Containing all tho passages in the works 

Dpt, arwiu hearing on the subject of religion. 6d., post Id
1 /¿HOE OF FREE SPEECH, 
many t w ® Lord Coleridge.

o -- ----- ---------- ---------o----- --- » £ ---------
JUt,yOR^OF FREE SPEECH. Three hours' Address to the

With Special Preface and

pPlNG. THE D E V IL: and Other Free Church Per-
ormances. 2d., post Id. » ,

h°WERS o f  FREETHOUGnT. First Series, doth, 2s. 6 ., 
h°at 3d. Second Series, cloth 2s. 6d., post 3d.

SAVE THE KING. An English Republican's Coronation 
Notes. 2d., post jd.

ALL OF SCIENCE LIBEL CASE, with Full and True 
Amount of the “  Leeds Orgies.” 3d., post Id.

RIDEL DEATH-BEDS. Second edition, ‘
8d'>Tost Id. Superfine paper in cloth, Is. 3d., post 14a. 

TERVi e w  WITH THE DEVIL.
^ C U L !S M  SOUND?

2d., po3t Jd.
An„7er^'lDm SOUND? Four Nights’ Pnblio Debate with 

iROgr, Besant- Is., post 14a. ; cloth, 2s., post 2jd.
F inSRpiSM  DEFENDED AGAINST ARCHDEACON

nnio Besant

RARh aPISM 1 J°HN rTRAR- 2d., post 4a.
“ ORLEY AS A FREETHINKER. 2d., post Jd.

^ T tf  To THE CLEKGY- (128 pp )- l8-> Poat 2d-
Lie  t 'jRB To  JESUS CHRIST. 4d., post jd. 

CHAPTERS \
^  Atheist. Id., post Jd.
2d b e s a n t -s  THEOSOPHY.•> Post jd.

or, Hugh Price Hughes’ Con

A Candid Criticism.

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

PECULIAR PEOPLE. An Open Letter to Mr. Justice Wills. 
Id., post jd.

PHILOSOPHY OF SECULARISM. 3d., post Jd.
REMINISCENCES OF CHARLES BRADLAUGH. Gd., 

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 Jd. 
SALVATION SYRUP; or, Light on Darkest England. A 

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

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

With Special Reference to Dean Farrar’s Apology. Paper. 
1s . ; cloth, 2s., post 2d.

THE GRAND OLD BOOK. A Reply to the Grand Old Man. 
An Exhaustive Answer to tho Right Hon. W. E. Gladstone’s 
Impregnable Rock of Holy Scripture, la . ; bound in cloth, 
Is. 6d., post ljd .

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

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

Magee on the Sermon on the Mount. 2d., post Jd.
THE SIGN OF THE CROSS. A Candid Criticism of Mr. 

Wilson Barret’s Play. Gd., post ljd .
THE DYING ATHEIST. A Story. Id., post Jd.
THEISM OR ATHEISM? Publio Debate between G. W. 

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

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

THE JEWISH LIFE OF CHRIST. Being the Sepher Toldoth 
Jeshu, or Book of the Generation of Jesus. Edited, with an 
Historical Preface and Voluminous Notes, by G. W. Foote 
and J. M. Wheeler. 6d., post Id.

THE PASSING OF JESUS. Tho Last Adventures of the 
First Messiah. 2d., post Jd.

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

WHAT IS AGNOSTICISM? With Observations on Huxley, 
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 jd. 
WILL CHRIST SAVE US? 6d„ post la,

T h e  P io n e e r  P r e s s , 2 Newoastle-street, Farringdon-street, 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 24, 1883.

W it h  Sp e c ia l  Pr e f a c e  an d  m a n y  F o o tn o te s .

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

NEW PAMPHLET BY C. 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.

(.ISSUED BY THE SEOUL AB SOCIETY, LTD.)

REVISED AND ENLARGED.

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, THREE PENCE HALFPENNY.

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

Printed and Published by X h i F b k ih c d3HI P celiehino Co., Limited, 2 Newcastle-street, Farringdon sirue», London, E-0<


