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Evirry °hurch cries : “ Believe and give."—INGERSOLL.

The Logic of Secular Education.

and Radical newspapers are loud in their 
60tibV>f Mr. Asquith’s mental power. He is de- 
°i inf f0rvid admirers as possessing a brilliancy 
]0„i "eHect almost phenomenal, with a power of 
br0Da* exPression that is perfectly merciless when 
are J*“ “ to bear on his unfortunate opponents. We 
in̂ lj0 a that he is in no way swayed by emotion, his 
coid j " . being, in the words of one writer, of “ ice
shor Uli
for
8bo .^r*lliancy.” All this praise is doubtless as it 
for ** ^e.' Mr. Asquith is the next one on the cards 

Premiership, and it is well-, therefore, that those 
prer/8 wki0h support the Government should be 
¡¡j irre  ̂to discover all that ought to bo discovered 
only 6 êa^Gr °f  the Liberal Party. Monarchs not 
thei 1Dount the throne and assume the crown of 
latiJ Processors, they inherit likewise the super- 
Vrjji virtues always found associated therewith, 
a ’ again, is as it should be. The burden of 
c o l t e r ,  however, is living up to it. If a 
Wen h 18 haPPy that has no history, a man may 
¿0 be congratulated on having no character. All 
Witj. ^s, aiM does may then be taken upon its merits, 
ti0Q °.at his being tried by the standard of a reputa- 
infl;» a* follows him like the ghost of an early 

scretion.
^ent G? McKenna’s Bill for the State endow- 
ag ¡ °^ Nonconformity was introduced, Mr. Asquith, 
c0Q auty bound, spoke in its support. In the 
8oluf? °f that speech, he discussed the Secular 

the education question. Being a man of 
l°gical *n ê^GCt» he admitted it to be “ a perfectly 
and o ConcePti°n in theory,” but being a politician, 
l^Ped^v. who may BOme day bo Prime Minister, he 
logic , at they might never be driven to adopt this 
haye , 80ttlement of the dispute. This hope may 
inteiie f6n ^Ue ^ia "  *CG C°M brilliancy ” of 
of h o ^ ’ 0r may have t>00n due to the perception 
enCotlr, awkward it might be if politicians were to 
tnann a^e babit of sottling things in a logical 
lack J \ or> yet again, it may have been due to a 
a8Pect t Umor' b’or there is a distinctly humorous 
the ii P^etnre of this intellectual giant praying 
^kich °v,8e suPPort Mr. McKenna’s measure—  
iespg ’ , ,y inference, is not logical— lest in sheer 
iq acCo i on Government should be driven to act 

Uavi anCe w*th a “ perfectly logical conception." 
a reasQn^ a°t0d thus, Mr. Asquith proceeded to give 
fonder*1 T°r. b*s attitude. Now this was a serious 
is actin’ j .*s bad enough to give reasons when one 
actin„ ® ingieally, but to give reasons when one is 
takes, °^~erwise is to commit the greatest ofTT * o  UU U U 1U U 11U  I U U  g l t J H i l O b l  UJL m i  8 -

islig[‘ T'6 8aid you cannot isolate secular from 
histor S tGa°king; because “ where you are teaching 
Jou ar  ̂Gre y °u are teaching literature, and where 
jiqQ a teaching ethics, the impalpable boundary 
*s ConD/ C , 8GParates secular from religious teaching 
J o i i  crossed.”
this or,' ■ ®t confess that there is a sense in which 
^ a r Z b T  contains an important truth. If it is 
ie^gion a.,? eePiy religious people ivill mix up their 

*>889 Gverything they teach, I agree. The

peculiar religious convictions of a sincere Christian 
can hardly help intruding into any instruction he is 
called upon to give. As a statement of fact, the 
Chancellor’s view is correct enough. Or even if he 
means that religious people will feel it to be their 
duty to cross the “ boundary line ” in their teaching, 
he is expressing a view that should command con
siderable sympathy. Personally, I agree that if a 
man is a thorough Christian he is false to his 
convictions so long as he joins in keeping the affairs 
of life and his religious views distinct. If a man 
believes that right conduct in this world, and eternal 
happiness in the next, are dependent upon religions 
beliefs, then it is the height of folly to expect him to 
act as though those beliefs were of no more conse
quence than any opinion he might hold as to the 
inhabitants of Mars. If character cannot be pro
perly developed without the permeative influence of 
religion, how can we expect religious people to submit 
to its exclusion from the education of children ? It 
is idle replying that it is the duty of the clergy to 
give religious instruction; what the religious person 
desires to realise as his ideal is that religion shall 
permeate all subjects— all life. Of course, he may 
submit to having religion banished from instruction, 
but this can only be either because he is not strong 
enough to get what he desires or because he has half 
ceased to believe in his religion himself.

This may sound much like a plea for religious 
instruction; it is, however, merely a preliminary to 
showing what is the logic of the present position. 
Freethinkers, of course, believe that life can get 
along very well without religion. But then they 
have ceased to believe in Christianity. The curious 
thing is that thousands of people calling themselves 
Christians have also reached the point of voluntarily 
agreeing to the exclusion of religion from the schools. 
And this is a proof that they also have ceased to 
believe in Christianity in any vital sense. For it is 
idle to say in one breath that Christianity or religion 
is vital to each one’s welfare in both this world and 
the next, and in the next breath to say that if you 
don’t desire it you need not have it, with the impli
cation that you will be none the worse either as an 
individual or as a citizen on that account. The 
implication of such a position is that Christianity 
has sunk to the level of a mere speculation which 
may or which may not be false, but whioh does not 
matter much anyway. It is an admission that in 
the general opinion we can have good parents, dutiful 
children, loyal friends, and valuable citizens without 
their being in any real sense religious.

Or Mr. Asquith may have meant that history, 
ethics, and literature cannot be effectively and satis
factorily taught without entering into religion. In 
that case one can only meet such an affirmation with 
a direct negative. Of course, one cannot teach 
either history or literature without coming across 
some mention of religion. Neither can we avoid 
encounters with the belief in fairies and witches, or 
to the divine right of kings. But the narration of 
these things as faots in history or literature by no 
moans involves belief in them. More; both litera
ture and history are taught without the religions 
beliefs encountered being impressed upon pupils as 
unquestionable truths. They are simply dealt with 
as beliefs that people have held which have, merely 
because they were beliefs, impressed their influence
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on literary work or on national life. But the teaching 
of neither history nor of literature demands that 
religious beliefs shall be treated in any other way 
than are other beliefs that have exerted an influence 
on mankind. No one dealing with the sixteenth 
century could profitably avoid mentioning Catholics 
and Protestants ; but no one is called upon to express 
an opinion, in his capacity as lecturer on history, 
which of the two religions views are correct. And 
Mr. Asquith must surely be aware of two circum
stances that bear upon this point. One is that the 
higher the education the smaller the amount of 
the religious instruction. The other circumstance, 
and it is the more important one, is that, unless the 
Conscience Clause is a sham, history and literature 
are taught in elementary schools without the 
boundary line between secular and religious being 
crossed. For the very essence of the Conscience 
Clause is that the religious instruction shall cease 
with the time appointed for it. If it is introduced 
in other lessons, then the protection of the Con
science Clause is a delusion. If it is not, then we 
are actually doing in all elementary schools that 
which Mr. Asquith says cannot be done in any.

Only one other possible consideration remains, and 
that is concerned with the quality of the teacher 
It may be said that no law can prevent teachers 
introducing their peculiar opinions into the lessons 
which they give their children. This must be 
admitted; but, so far as the argument has force, 
it is a plea for the creation of a staff of teachers 
who have sufficient judgment and self-control to act 
in a better manner. And it surely says little for the 
moral tone developed by religion that teachers who 
draw salaries for teaching in one way, deliberately 
and dishonestly teach in another.

I have left the subject of ethics for separate treat
ment, because there are those who hold that morality 
must have a religions basis. Religion and literature 
admittedly have not. Nor, as a matter of fact, has 
ethics, although the association of religion and 
morals has been closer. Still, morality not only can 
be taught apart from religion, but is so taught. 
Ever since there has existed anything like a scien
tific inquiry into the nature and development of 
morality; the tendency has been to reduce all 
moral rules to a series of social sanctions. And this 
tendency is to-day so marked that even religion 
itself is being judged by its conformity with 
accepted standards of morals. The tendency is to 
treat religion as a help to morality rather than as 
its foundation. Admittedly it would be more diffi
cult, as things are, for teachers to keep the subjects 
of religion and morals quite distinct, than it would 
be for them to teach history or literature without 
imparting religious instruction. But this is a diffi
culty that owes its existence to the manner in which 
teachers are trained, not to the impossibility of 
separating the two subjects. Certainly there is no 
reason in the nature of things why the two should 
not be kept perfectly distinct— in school, at least. 
All that is required is a more scientific education 
both as regards the nature of morals and the 
methods of instruction, and a better regulation and 
training of the character of teachers from the stand
point of accurate thinking and social responsibility.

The logic of the present situation, then, is this. 
Secular Education is coming; that admits of no 
doubt whatever. One of the immediate causes of 
this is, of course, the disagreement of Christians 
themselves; but this is only an indication of a much 
largor and deeper phenomenon. For generations 
the world has been steadily liberating itself from 
the control of theology. In pure science this has 
already been accomplished. In other directions the 
process is approaching culmination. And the growth 
of the feeling in favor of Secular Education is one 
more step in the same direction— an indication of 
the growth of the perception that life itself is 
ultimately independent of religion, and that its 
highest developments may be reached without its 
co-operation. c . CoHEN.

Christian Specialists.

To whom are we to appeal for the truth about re
ligion in general and about Christianity in par' 
ticular ? Sometimes we are referred to gr®at 
scientists who happen to be religious, such as the 
late Lord Kelvin or Sir Oliver Lodge. The eminence 
of such men in their own departments is incontest
able ; but it is equally incontrovertible that they 
possess no qualifications for making authoritative 
pronouncements on religious questions. When they 
are quoted in support of Christian beliefs, the fac" 
that they are great only in their own special sphere 
is conveniently ignored. A few of the more thought
ful divines, however, are opposed to the custom o* 
claiming and rejoicing in this or that scientist as 
invaluable ally of the faith ; but their objection to it 
arises from the certain knowledge that the over
whelming majority of men of science are Free* 
thinkers or Agnostics, if not positive opponents ot 
the faith. This is how one of them expresses him' 
self:—  ,

“ The rejection of Christianity by great scientists a® 
great philosophers is no more a proof that Christianity 
is false than the acceptance of it by equally great mcD 
of the same type is a proof that it is true. Clerk Max' 
well, Farraday, and Brewster ought not to be quoted » 
if their friendliness to Christianity derived any sped* 
value from their scientific eminence; nor should Huxley' 
Haeckel, and Darwin bo quoted as if their unfriendline93 
to Christianity derived any special value from the sanie 
source. The scientific eminence of these men does ne 
entitle them to speak with any peculiar authority on tn 
subject of religion, either for or against.”

So far as it goes, that extract is on right lines.  ̂
is an interesting fact that whenever a prominen 
scientist pats religion on the back he generally do®3 
so in the name of some other science than his off0- 
With incredible naivete Lord Kelvin admitted thatlC 
physics there was no sign of any creative and dir0C 
tive power, but claimed that in biology there was tb 
clearest possible evidence of the active presence 0 
God. Lord Kelvin was the first physicist of his daj’ 
but knew practically nothing of biology, as the l°a“’ 
ing biologists were not slow to testify. Who, the0’ 
are entitled to speak with authority on the subject 0 
religion ? What the theologians say, in effect, is tb>0- 
As you rely for accurate and authoritative inform9 
tion concerning any science on the specialists who b»v 
made that science their life-study, so you should re J 
for accurate and authoritative information about f e 
ligion on the men and women who have made relig10 
their one theme. “ To go to people who are nnt8jjj\ 
nistic to religion for advice about religion is palpab; 
absurd,” we are told. It is religious people »1°° 
who are competent to talk intelligently about 
ligion. “ Even in religion,” it is said, “ wo must & 
scientific, and depend not upon amateurs, but up°D 
experts.”

All this sounds very plausible, and the thoologiaa 
with whom we are now concerned imagine that tb > 
are standing on solid ground. They say :—

“ Suppose all the scientists of the day were oD ^  
side of unbelief, that would not settle the questions 
any means. Scientific knowledge does not sharped » 
sonso of spiritual truth; it may do a groat doal to m 
it. Exclusivo cultivation of any one side of our n»t
induces atrophy of the other sides........ It is not 11 ^
sense, but solemn fact, that many a poor old worn®?^, 
her garret, with no commentary, no learning, no wis® „ 
nothing but hor Bible and prayer, and the illunnn® , 
of the Holy Spirit, is often more qualified to g>v0 j 
struction in religious mattors than the greatest 
in the land.”

Well, that extract suggests many things by no tnoj1 
palatable to believers. For one thing it raises t .0 
question, Why is that old woman poor and Hv‘D̂ rIj- 
a miserable garret,“ with no commentaries, no l®a^  
ing, and no wisdom ”? That poor old woman jŜ  
unanswerable argument against the truth of 1 ^ 
Christian religion. She may bo a most worthy jy 
character; but believers in religion are in d " 
bound to account for her. Then, again, what
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r °a? ? 6 ^now about God and a future life ? Her 
owtedge of the Bible may be marvellous, she may 

shn an amaziQS amount of time on her knees, and 
may have bright, joyous moments, followed by 

P® °I intolerable dullness and depression of 
u s ®  ^now the type well, and envy is not in

Fancy the poor old thing being taken as an 
mty on religion ! When not emotionally drunk 

18 wretchedest being on earth. Fancy your
ng to her for instruction regarding the beginning 

BirHw harden of Eden, the Fall, the Virgin 
p Resurrection, the Being of God, and the
jjQrSOn °f Christ! She has absolutely nothing but 
alto SUp0r8titious beliefs and varying emotions, her 
, mate laughing hopes and weeping fears. Of 

3 she has none.
you want to know the truth about religion,”"I fQjjp ” < u'u *' OU AUU VY viiC Ul UUU WlUU U U J. uy

paiijexc‘aim8, “ go to the authorities— to Peter, and 
%  ]’

were equally in the dark as ourselves.

^eli an^ ^°^n> and, above all, to Jesus Christ.” 
„ aye gone to them all, and returned convinced

8ev r> Raul, and John contradicted one another on 
¡¡j important points. Like the poor old woman 
0n] 6 dingy garret, they had as their stock-in-trade 
ĥi R° many beliefs, dogmas, emotions, and theories, 

Bion ^ ey ° ^ ere^ to the world as priceless posses- 
thrP we °t to-day are finding out that those
are 8 ^P08^ 08 are largely mythic personalities. We 
^hil 1u^ e certain whether they ever lived or not, 
Ne^ni8 writings that bear their names in the
mos(. Testament their authenticity is doubted by 
We a an^ denied by many of the best critics. When 

approach Jesus Christ wo discover that the case
verv J mligion becomes stronger than ever. It is 
Waŝ  8as^ 0̂r the preacher to declare, “ If there ever 
30 a in this world who was entitled to speak 
Je8 atmally about religious matters that man was 
a m 8 Christ.” Of course, we hold that there never was 
th8 ■? 0Qtitled so to speak. We do not believe that 

fSUs depicted in the four Gospels ever existed, 
êed ,ne?Gssity we do not accept the sayings and 

aot a a^ r*hated to him as genuine. Christians are 
of {¡k̂ ree<̂  among themselves as to what proportion 
histn°; Con ênii8 of the Gospels may bo regarded as 
( W ^ l y  trustworthy. The Jesus of the Dean of 
Je8(10rhury is a radically different being from the 
g0ea , °* Dr. Percy Gardner. The Bishop of London 
fr0jjj 'f08us Christ and derives one sort of religion 
%>al i01* wLilo Mr. R. J. Campbell goes to him with 
lemit h° nesty> hot with a fundamentally different 
obli„:‘ Indeed, Jesus is the most delightfully

ging person ever heard o f : he readily gives to everyHiqn ________________ _
AndÍSÍ cxactty what he eisks for. 

to hav 8trangely enough, what Jesus is supposed 
crQe]. 6 c°mmunicated to his first disciples has been 
"grand ne^ 00ted from that day to this. That 
kiore ] I? a8t0rpiece,” the Sermon on the Mount, is 
any 0 avi8%  praised and more brutally ignored than 
body e e.r P\0ce of literature in the world. Every- 
it a n d ,  ifc unto heaven, and everybody tramples 
OaclQ • • *°°k  In theory, it sits proudly on a pin- 
gotter ln Practice, it lies hidden out of sight in the 
8er • Nobody takes it seriously. We treat the 
the ° n the Mount as wholly impracticable, as 
S m e r 00 ° f an irresponsible visionary or wild 
Hot n°t as the product of a practical brain. 
ethi’Cai ,Gr aP. the Sermon on the Mount is more 
reyeai Gan re^gi°U8- It is as the perfect and final 
Wdom °t 9 °d  that Jesus is enthroned in Chris- 
earth a Jv as the mediator between heaven and 
that ¿e 8 ^ 0 reconcilor of humanity to the Deity, 
'V° docla8 Gnshrined in the hearts of believers. Now, 
^ i t 80nre, that the theology of Jesus was not one 
?Qpr6tn G7 0r than his ethics. We are told that his 
}t Was a lscovory was the Fathorhood of God ; but 
■ ad i8 C0nntorfeit discovery. The history of man- 
^the h 0t history of sons and daughters living
ftii3torv 0?80 °f  an ideal, absolutely perfect father. 
8a,Ve sail 1Vu8 direct lie to all ho is reported to 
?4re. „ a about the Father’s never-failing love and 
ered,” very hairs of your head are all num- 

'i°Hld off0SUR hold his di&ciples; and the disciples 
011 have been thankful if their hairs had

been left unnumbered, and their lives been more 
carefully and intelligently mapped out for them.

Religion is a subject in connection with which 
specialists are of no greater value than the merest 
tyros. The most learned theologian is as ignorant 
of God as a babe two days old. In this respect, 
nobody enjoys any advantage over anybody else. 
God is only another name for the man who talks 
about him. In the pulpit, ho is nothing but an 
objectification of the preacher. This is why every 
man’s God differs from everybody else’s.

We read lately that at a certain University College 
theology is studied independently of religion. It 
was declared that even Atheists could be successful 
students of it. The meaning doubtless was that at 
that institution theology is detached from life, just 
as metaphysics or astronomy is detached from life. 
To the study of theology in that sense we have no 
objection to offer, for it ceases to be of any practical 
importance. But the fact remains that every super
natural religion is steeped in theology, and can never 
be independent of it. Divine worship implies 
theology. Now, theology, and all supernatural reli
gions based upon it, are guilty of speaking of the 
unknown and unknowable in terms of the known. 
Objects of belief are not objects of knowledge. 
Whether God exists or not, he is certainly not 
known ; and if God is absolutely unknown, it follows 
that religion, at best, is but hypothetically true; 
and what is only hypothetically true is at the same 
time hypothetically false. In any case, there is no 
class of men who can be justly pronounced autho
rities, or specialists, in religion. Wo all know that 
religion is with infinite difficulty kept alive in the 
world by the exertions of a class of men who Imagine 
that they are specialists, but are not. As the intel
lectual emancipation of mankind goes on it will 
become clearer and clearer that both theology and 
the religions based upon it are but relics, survivals, 
rudiments, useless and harmful, and that the sooner 
we get rid of them the better it will be for the 
social and moral life of the world. j  rp p T 0YD

The Aggressives, the Constructives, and the
Boulter Case.

-------1-------

An article on the Boulter Case, written by my friend 
Mr. Joseph McCabe in the March issue of the 
Literary Guide, has set mo thinking over what ought 
to be the attitude of the “ constructive ” Free
thinkers (such as myself) towards any example of 
“ aggressive ” Freethought in the clutch of the 
Blasphemy Laws. So as to clear the way, I may at 
once stato that I am not in sympathy with the 
general tone of Mr. McCabe’s remarks.

First of all, what is a constructive Freethinker ? 
He is one who pursues the educational method in 
preference to the combative. If, for instance, he 
deals with the subject of Moses, he will acknowledge 
that the figure of Moses is mythical, but he will go 
on to explain it as a type of the ancient lawgiver, 
companion to the story of Numa in Rome or 
Lycurgus in Sparta; and ho will regard Moses as a 
useful index to the social and religious conditions 
and ideals of Israel in antiquity. On the other 
hand, Ingersoll’s method was aggressive, as is 
evinced by the very title of his famous and witty 
lecture on “ The Mistakes of Moses.” Another 
example is the mode in which the Catholic Church 
may be treated. You may, as an aggressive, expose 
the weakness of the celibate system, the horrors of 
the Inquisition, and the dark places of Papal and 
Jesuitical diplomacy. Or you may try to make 
allowances for the special circumstances of Europe 
in the Christian period (especially the Middle Ages), 
and you may urge that, while the Catholic doctrine 
must needs be superseded by modern thought, yet it 
did actually bear good social fruit in the manners, 
ethics, and politics of European nations for a thou
sand or more years. Personally, I side with the
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constrnctives, and even n.ake so bold as to range 
myself with the Positivists. Nevertheless, I had 
better add that I have, in my time, written many an 
aggressive article, and still count it a privilege to 
express my opinions in the militant pages of the 
Freethinker.

As things now are in this country, the constructive 
school of Freethought is safe from attack under 
cover of the Blasphemy Laws. Mr. McCabe says, 
“  There is complete liberty in England to attack 
Christian beliefs whenever and wherever one likes; 
there is not liberty to attack them in gross or 
scurrilous terms.” Waiving the problem involved in 
this reference to scurrility, I suppose it will be 
generally admitted that constructive Freethought is 
at present secure from prosecution. In that case, I 
feel, as a constructive, the more free to state an 
impartial view of the prosecution and condemnation 
of Mr. Boulter. Very frequently, both in speech and 
print, I utter words that imply dissent from, and 
disbelief in, cardinal doctrines of Christianity. Ap
parently I am immune from orthodox legal assault 
because I use the diction of the essayist rather than 
Mr. Boulter’s street-corner revivalist style. Very 
well, then, from the happy seclusion of my armchair, 
I venture to say that I am indignant at the stupid 
application of the Blasphemy Laws to Mr. Boulter.

Let us see where we are in this question of public 
utterance, its taste and propriety. On one point we 
are all practically agreed, namely, that no criticism 
should be couched in language that includes vulgar 
oaths and sexual indecency. There is no standing 
such methods. They are like the stab of a needle. 
All the philosophy in the world will not stay us from 
instinctive revolt. Against such obscene annoyance 
the common law of England very amply provides, 
without any need for the creaking and cumbrous 
machine of the Blasphemy Acts. Setting obscenity 
aside, it is obvious that critical procedure, whether 
in the religious or political sphere, divides itself into 
many grades, from the academic and polished to the 
disagreeably coarse. What I maintain is that, for 
purposes of self-defence, we must treat the whole of 
these grades as an organic unity. We should be 
jealous of legal interference with any form of free 
speech (with one exception just alluded to). The 
most “ gross and scurrilous ” is naturally the most 
open to the vindictiveness of a law in the hands of 
opponents. But it is all a matter of degree. As 
soon as the enemy has conquered the worst degree 
of “ scurrility,” the next is exposed, and then the 
next, and so on. In effect, the safety of the inner 
ranks of the scholarly and constructive dissenters 
from Christianity (or from any other form of religious 
or social creed) is finally dependent upon the safety 
of the most vehement and the most (to nervous 
persons) objectionable. Every progressive ideal, in 
politics or in Freethought, has to bo defended by a 
series of entrenchments, and the outermost earth
work is as much an integral part of the defence as 
the central fort. For a variety of reasons, some of 
us would rather fight from the inner ditches and 
parapets. But the people who do the rough-and- 
tumble warfare on the outer edges— however much 
we may dislike their phrases or their temper— are 
engaged in the same military operation. W e must 
identify our rights with theirs. Therefore, I do not 
assent to Mr. McCabe’s attitude when he observes:

“  The only liberty that is withheld from us to-day is 
the liberty to do our work in a scurrilous way. Well, 
wo do not want it. W o havo not the least desire to 
secure it for anybody else.”

I say without hesitation that (barring out the excep
tion previously made) I do wish to secure such 
freedom as a guarantee of the ultimate security of 
the entirely refined and constructive heresy. I have 
read the expressions employed by Mr. Boulter, and I 
affirm deliberately that I should defend the right to 
use such words in any publio place or in any public 
print.

If I knew Mr. Boulter as a friend, I should indeed 
counsel him to use other and more effective terms, 
and I should not invite him to lecture in that style

to any assembly with which I might happen to be 
connected, just as I should not encourage mere meta- 
physicians or faddists. But, speaking generally) j 
hold it best to let each Freethought method appea* 
by its own merit, and to refrain from mutual cen
sure. The late author of the learned and admirable
work on Supernatural Religion had one way, Mr.
Huxley had another, Mr. Matthew Arnold another) 
Mr. Foote has another, and so on. I also have a 
way of my own, which I am as fond of as any ° 
violinist is of the Straduarius which has served hi 
as the comrade of many a harmonious hour, very 
good. Let us each pursue his own road in 
honest hope that we shall all arrive at some plac® 0 
intellectual and moral betterment. Now and theDi 
I admit, we shall do no harm if we administer so® 
amicable remonstrance or chaff to our more seda 
or more uproarious fellow-workers. As a rule, bo  ̂
ever, we shall be well-advised to keep peace in ^  
ranks of progress, and let the spirit of evolution 
stately and inevitable, put us all to the test of l̂t0 
and fate. But whatever else we do, let us hold 
hands from smiting the man who falls under t 
weight of the wretched and mouldy apparatus of * 
Blasphemy Laws. If we have anything to s&y 
depreciation of wild and discourteous and ear-sp*1*1 
ting speech against the Christian faith or any nth 
conventional system, let us reserve our disco881 
for a day when we can find fault on general principle ’ 
and when our orthodox neighbors are more intent 0 
minding their own business. But when the A8® 
tyranny is lifted towards the meanest of our c° 
panions in Freethought, we should hush bh 
interesting debate, and fix our eye upon the impode 
Law, and say, with one consent, “ Get out and
damned 1” F. J. GoUbD-

The “ Blasphemy” Trial.

Mr. Atherlry-Jones's Speech to the Jury.
(Concluded from  p . 141.)

Gentlemen, reference has been made to the caso of ReS
i»nif

v. Hetherington. You will forgive me, because by my b °rjL. 
indulgence I am partly addressing him now as well as 7° 
selves.

Mr. J ustice Phillimore: Yes, I am very anxious we  
some assistance from you.

Mr. A therley-Jones : Regina v. Hetherington ^ aB.L b  
forward by my learned friend as endeavoring to ostaD ¡g 
to your satisfaction the proposition that tho essence of j, 
offence was tho vulgar, lewd, and ribald language 
was used. Regina v. Hetherington is an authority tt 
such doctrine. I prefer, Gontlemen, to incorporate a3 P' $  
of my speech, if I may bo permitted to do so, the *aD^ P -  
of one of England’s greatest jurists, and ono of Englan g 0f 
among pure Judges— purest Judges. It is the languaf!® „ 
the late Mr. Justice Stephen, better known to many 01 *
as Sir Fitzjames Stephen, and he s a y s ------  _ jg.

Mr. J ustice Phillimore : Are you quoting from bis J

0 >cn quoting from a most intorc3 ^  
aip will allow me, I  will bac

i jt i3
only want to know wh®

ment ?
Mr. Atherley-Jones : I  am 

article which, if your Lordship 
to your Lordship.

Mr. J ustice Phillimore : I  
you are quoting from. He has written on tbo 
several times. . j «oa<

Mr. Athkrley-Jones : It is an articlo which no dou t „( 
Lordship has read, but which may havo escape“  
memory. egcaPY

Mr. J ustice Phillimore : I  do not say that it has . \e 
my memory, if you would only listen to mo, but y °uoD th° 
Buch a hurry. Sir FitzJames Stephen has written , 
subject in several books, and several times. I do ®^ the 
they aro different views— I think he has always h ^eloi0 
same viow, but I  have got two or three of his books jp 
mo, and I only want tho reference. Ho ha3 express® ^ ¡p 
his Digest of tho Criminal Law, and he has express® ¡jed 
his History of the Criminal Law, and I havo now ® : {e° 
that you aro referring to an article which he w ro te -' ^

Mr. Atherley-Jones: It is in the Fortnightly p^t- 
Contemporary, my Lord. I  havo it now— it is 
nightly. . 0tict.

Mr. J ustice Phillimore : It is better to get thing9 reg80a 
from the ordinary legal periodicals, and no doubt he
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ruav v111 j I lews Hiere as ho did elsewhere. However, you 
Mr 6 a E*S ar^'c*e from the Fortnightly, if you like. 

ca, Atherley-Jo n es : He quotes the Judgment in that 
o which my learned friend referred.

Wtyion ? TICE >̂HILLIM0KB : Y °u mean the Queen v. Hether

quotr',ATUBELEY'^ ONES : ^ es> my Lord. That case has been 
the 6Cl my learned friend rather to indicate to you that 
criterion âS 6̂ or ^ad taste of the language used is the

Mr. Bodkin: No.
triend--TtnBELEY -̂Jones : Then I  do not understand my learned 
the s vi°lence or vulgarity, or the circumstances,
u .foundings, which accompany the utterances of the 
tion f m° US ^kel are material. That has been the conten- 
aU ° .J® y  learned friend, if I  understand his contention at 
height ' Justice Stephen makes this observation— words of 
'-Dam' He refers to the Judgments of the learned Judges 
Lord Ta6S ^ onore<L in the judicial history of this country—  
son J mtnari> Mr. Justice Littledale, and Mr. Justice Pater- 

• « e  says:—

Th 'LLis case appears to me to be of the first importance, 
to ^  ' 3 1̂0*i one w°rd to be found in it of the supposed right 

attack in respectful language the fundamental doctrine of 
natianity. Lord Denman’s direction was that if the libel 

¡t Ccd to question or cast disgrace upon the Old Testament, 
tin'VaS a Nothing is said of the good faith or intend

or of the good manners of the Defendant, nor does it 
Ppear to have been suggested that anything of the kind 

°ught to have been said.’’

frietl(jet? eu> that case was pressed upon you by my learned 
liu„ „ j t repeat, in order to illustrate his contention, start-

r ifbeen

'8 as it1‘  Was, that if this language had not been employed 
6 angnage of respectful and courteous argument had 

lain, eTtoPlQyed — no Indictment for blasphemy would have 
or, ¿t 1 Say that is not true according to the law of England, 
been & rat ° ’ according to the law of England as it has 

q„ ®cePted by a long series of judicial authorities, 
of t0[ ^aen, it is curious that there came, with the dawn 
a chan l°-n’ and a moro enlightened spirit among the people, 
fiuentl *n the attitude of the Legislature, and, conso- 
N°t „.y ar*d reflectively, in the attitude of the Judicature, 
the tri i 6^ 0r’ because, indeed, as late as the year 1883, on 

a the last prosecution for blasphemy that has taken
bivi *  bhis country, a learned Judge in the Chancery 
deny p!1 [Iie0ina V. Foote was the case) laid down that to 

Mr i ri8tianity constituted a blasphemous libel.
Mr' , Usticb Phillimorb : I think you aro mistaken.
Mr' j  TaERLBY’JoNES : My L o rd ------

ate ¡n Usyice Phillimorb : Stop, stop. Listen to mo. You 
the CbUĈ  a Lurry. Mr. Justico North was not a Judge in 
Kinp’o anc°ry Division at that time, but a Judge of tho 

¿ 8 Lench Division.
V ; b HERLEY-J ones: ^ es’ Herd, a Judge of the 
blade a division. Yes, that is true. Ho was originally 
tranSfer '{ut̂ 8c of the King's Bench Division, and then 
Judge 0f 0.| That is s o ; to bo strictly accurate, he was a 
tesPectf ii King’8 Deuuh Division, which gives, if I  may 
8ayin„ ul‘ y say so, oven additional force to what I am 
aQ<1 Withon^ irlat W£lS an aberration, if I may respectfully 
^as j , ou" °L ence say so, from tho attitude of mind which 
a,xPres8i ° n • UP Ly judicial Bench, and which found
the latn t m a fam°us Judgment, or famous summing-up, of 
day8 wh * .L'hief Justico Coleridge. Gentlemen, in the 

davs°nR ^uitarianism became protected by the laws, in 
days ' ' ’hen tests— religious tests— -frero abolished, in the 
c'Laetis ^  Jews enjoyed tho full civil rights of British 
tetQetnb |1U n*10 day« when oaths were abolished (and you 
at8Qruent L aa*; Mm sanctity of tho oath was given, in an 
bloat cq by. °uo learned Judge, as one of tho strongest and
t(% o n T 0tlvo roasons for maintaining tho Christian 
aays ruo from tho attacks of the blasphemer), in tho 
1 6 henefi1 a dew’ or a heretic, or an atheist, might adorn 
. dicton8 ’..or ĉn<der evidence in tho witness-box, it became 
Insist UJ 16 became an absurd anachronism, any moro to 
'^Possible1* ^ 8 °Ls°leto law of blasphemy. It bocamo 
Sc>enCe °uforco such a law. Nay, moro— in those days 
Allies we d r  Va8* ProSr° 88' and there were mon whose 
RqW lies e“ ght to honor — men like Darwin, whose body 
^Liistiau:t° U,:dor*ng under the most magnificent temple that 
fa ile d  - raised in this great metropolis. That man 
lQt°ei and a 1U Mm languago of tho street orator, but with a 
°atl never n L °Wer> and an influence which tho street orator 

Mr. Ji.ojf088?88' the foundations of the Christian religion. 
M*. ATBl  E Phillim o re : Did h e? b
Mr. JD“  ELBX-j ones : I  think so.

1 Mr. AinJ015 Liullimore : Did ho ? I  did not know it.
, ave en(j fJ ELBY‘Jones : I  know there may bo those who 
v n 0t- , Yof ed t°  reconcile— and I do not say that I 

the ^o.ahare thoir labors— tho Darwinian theory
°lM. The ° ry g*von hy tho Bible of the cosmogony of the 

re Wore men like H uxley— nay, a hundred— a

thousand— scientists, men of letters, poets— men whom 
England delights to honor, who assailed— yes, even some of 
them in words of ridicule— this religion which we, the 
people of England, still cleave to with an affection, with a 
devotion, which we have inherited from our fathers. I  am 
not going to pain you— I am not going to hurt the feelings of 
any person here— by reading to you passages which illustrate 
my meaning and enforce my argument. Many of you know 
the works of these great men to whom I have referred. All 
of you are familiar with the general truth of my observation. 
Gentlemen, it was impossible— it became absolutely im
possible— for this law of blasphemy, in its shameful naked
ness, to be enforced. No prosecutions took place. From 
1857 to 1883 not a single prosecution was instituted. I 
believe the Home Secretary at one time, in 1883, was 
appealed to— a distinguished man whom my Lord will 
remember— and he refused to be any party to such a 
prosecution, because in his opinion it was calculated to do 
more public harm than public good. And then this 
prosecution, after a lapse of 26 years, of a gentleman named 
Foote— and I  think also, of the distinguished Member of 
Parliament, Mr. Bradlaugh— took place. Language was 
used in those books which m aj be compared as on the same 
plane with the language for which this man is indicted 
to-day. I  am not excusing— I am not justifying— 1 am not 
condoning. The prosecution took place, and the great mind 
of Lord Coleridge, one of the acutest intellects that ever sat 
on the Bench, shrank from laying down to the Jury in all its 
bald hideousness the proposition which would have entailed, 
as a consequence, that some of the brightest and most 
illustrious men in the history of the literature, the science 
and the philosophy of this country might be exposed to 
prosecution, and he stated this— and this is tho view of the 
law, which I submit, to my Lord (he will exercise his own 
judgment and discretion) is not the right view of the law.

Mr. J ustice Phillimore : Lord Coleridge’s view is not the 
right view, you submit.

Mr. Atherlby-Jones : I  say it is not.
Mr. J ustice Phillimore : What is tho right view ?
Mr. Atherley-Jones : I  will endeavor to tell your Lord- 

ship.
Mr. J ustice Phillimore : In time you will tell us what is 

the right view ?
Mr. Atherley-Jones : Yes. I have a difficult task, I 

stated my view at the commencement of my speech. I 
repeat it now. This law is obsolete.

Mr. J ustice Phillimore : I confess I do not understand-------
Mr. Atherley-Jones : Very well, my Lord, I  will state my 

view.
Mr. J ustice Piiillimore; Wait, wait. Do listen.
Mr. Atherley-Jones : I  beg your Lordship’s pardon.
Mr. J ustice' P uillim ore  : Do really do mo the favor of 

listening to me.
Mr. Atherley-Jones : I  am sorry, my Lord.
Mr. J ustice Puillimore : I  confess I do not understand 

what is meant by a law being obsolete. I understand an 
appeal to Parliament to alter or repeal a law because it is 
obsolete. I understand an appeal to a Homo Secretary, or a 
Commissioner of Police, or a law officer, not to institute pro
secutions under a law which is obsolote. But I do not 
understand, at present, an address to a Judge who is bound 
by his oath, or an address to jurors who aro bound by their 
oaths, not to obey a law because, in the submission of an 
advocate, it is obsoleto. Whilo the law exists, the humblo 
ministers of the law, Judgo and Jury, must execute it— at 
least, so it scorns to me at present.

Mr. Atherley-Jones : Gentlemen, my Lord has expressed 
in felicitous language a proposition, tho general principle of 
which I shall not attempt to traverse. In fact, it would bo 
absurd to traverse it. But, Gentlemen, let mo expand my 
argument, so that you may appreciate— and so that my Lord 
may appreciate also, I hope— tho truo meaning of my words 
when I say this law is obsolete. Gentlomen, Lord Coleridge 
in that case— a libel which in substance and manner will 
compare with this— which was, if not identical, at least 
similar to this— laid down this proposition (I will try and 
faithfully reproduce what ho said— I have got here tho very 
words, but for tho sake of brevity I  will try and reproduce 
in a concise form what he sa id ): A respectful examination 
of the truth of Christianity, even although it goes to tho 
foundation, or the root, of tho Christian religion, is not an 
offenco of the law. But if language of gibe and insolenco—  
if language calculated to appeal to the passions rather than 
tho reason— if vulgar, and brutal, and offensive language be 
used, then it is an offence at law. That was tho proposition 
which Lord Coleridgo laid down. That is tho proposition 
which the prosecution attempt to sustain in this case. That 
proposition of Lord Coleridgo was advanced to the Jury. 
Whatever may bo tho case— I do not pretend to know, nor 
do I quote tho vordicts of a Jury as affording any precedent 
to guide you— I only state as a historical fact that that Jury 
did not return a verdict of Guilty against the men charged
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with language almost identical with this. W hy ? Because, 
as the late Mr. Justice FitzJames Stephen points out, if that 
is to be the test, and that is to be the criterion, where is the 
certainty about your law ? The whim, the caprice, the pre
judice, the opinion of the Jury for the time being is to guide 
the decision. You do not like those words. You think they 
were vulgar. He has denied the existence of the Divinity 
in vulgar, rude, offensive language. He is to be found guilty! 
On the other hand, he has couched his denial in the lan
guage of the court— in the language of the educated gentle
man and the cultured literary man. He strikes at the root 
of the Christian religion in the scathing vocabulary of an 
educated English gentleman. H e is not guilty! Gentlemen, 
can you apply any such test to any other offence known to 
the English law ? It is not blasphemous libel if I  deny in 
courteous and respectful language the existence of a Divine 
Being— the Divinity of Christ. It is blasphemous libel if, 
in the rude vernacular of an ignorant man, I  assail the same 
sacred Beings, the same holy institutions. Apply it to any 
other branch of jurisprudence. I avail myself of the illus
tration of the distinguished Judge to whom I referred. I 
might say to a man on this doctrjne— on this hypothesis—  
“ You have taken my watch without any right— without any 
claim to right. You have appropriated that watch perma
nently to yourself.” That is not an accusation of theft. 
But if I  call the man and say, “ You have stolen my watch ; 
you are a thief,” that is an accusation of theft. It is a libel. 
Can anything be more ludicrous ? Can anything be more 
ridiculous than, because the sacred question of religion is 
involved, that therefore you may say in polished language 
what you must not say with regard to any other human 
obligation or duty ? If I  say, in the most courtly language 
which the mind of man can conceive, that you have appro
priated against my will a chattel belonging to me— my watch 
and chain— you have an action for libel against me. Nay, if 
I write it, you can invoke the criminal law against me, and 
whether I  call you a thief in the vulgar, common language, 
or use circumlocution, it is a matter of indifference to the 
law. But if you speak of religion with bated breath— if you 
indite an elegant essay, or a beautiful poem, or a learned 
disquisition, then you may do it with impunity. The Com
missioner of Police will not direct his subalterns to arrest 
you. Is that fair ? Gentlemen, you are a Jury. This law, 
rightly or wrongly, is the work of great judicial minds, and 
on the whole, having regard to the spirit of the times in 
which these laws were framed and devised, with enlighten
ment those laws have been administered by the Judges. 
But you are a Jury, and it is not my own words upon which 
I may rely when 1 say that you also play a part, subject to 
your oaths, in moulding and moderating the law according 
to tho requirements of the age. A great jurist— at any rate, 
a great lawyer— wroto as follows. Let mo adopt these 
words as part of my speech :—

“ Tho Jury of the day, moreover, having the greatest 
interest in protecting the liberty of thought, for it is their 
own liberty which is in question, must always in the end he 
those who apply, enforce, and so confine within proper 
limits, a law so widely and comprehensively written and 
capable of being used oppressively against honest thinkers.”

That is written with regard to this law of blasphemous libel, 
and it is to the Jury that the blasphemer, despito his 
vulgarities, despite his gauoheries, despito the offence and 
disgust which ho causes to all tolerant men— it is to the 
Jury that the accused appeals, and appeals not in vain. A 
man named Hone three times stood his trial for blasphemous 
libel. As I say, it is repulsive to me to refer to these things, 
and I could havo wished almost that my learned friend had 
not read to you, but that you might havo had in your hands 
the report of what was said— a man named Hone stood his 
trial years and years ago, in the year 1818 (it is reported in 
tho State Trials)— three times he stood his trial for blas
phemous libel. It was parodying the Lord’s Prayer ; it was 
parodying tho Athanasian Creed ; it was parodying somo of 
the most holy and revered parts of tho Holy Scriptures. Ho 
had broken the law as tho law had descended to us from 
mediooval times. But three times tho Jury refused to con
vict, because they folt, as you feel to-day, and as I feel to
day, if I may say to, that tho Christian Faith does not need 
police protection. Gentlemen, that is the part which you 
play, for you have to say— my Lord will tell you what is a 
blasphemous libel, but you will have to say whether this is 
a blasphemous libel. Gentlemen, how can you ? The great 
boast, the great claim which we make in this country is tho 
equality of our laws. This man, talking to a group of people 
— a little group of English workingmen— in coarse language 
reviles tho Holy Scriptures, Aro you to convict that man, 
and is a man, i ot a hundred miles from this Court-houso in 
which we stand— is a man who stands in a Temple built by 
tho hands of man to the honor of Almighty God— is ho, with 
mpuuity, to an audience threefold as largo as tho audience 

which this man addresses— is ho to tell that audience that 
the story of the Divino Birth— the Divine Birth of which we

read with rapture, and which all of you here that are Chris 
tians— and, probably, all or most of you are— in this mos 
sacred season of the year which has just passed by, kav 
taught with full and faithful hearts to your children an 
your homes— is he to tell you that that story of 411 
Miraculous Birth is a myth, and to go unpunished, un 
questioned ? Is he to tell you that the great God whom 
you revere as Omnipotent, is a trivial and foolish person, 
and that the history of the creation of the world is a mpk, 
and to go unpunished ? Is that the equality of the la'f 
Is the test of blasphemy to be the coarseness or the vulgar1 y 
of the language which is used, and may the man who can 
write in polished periods— whoso influence is far m°r 
widely felt and far more widely diffused than anything tba 
that man can say— is he to be honored, respected, an 
revered? This law was created, and was used w1“ 
merciless cruelty, for the suppression of Nonconformity >n 
this country. At the present day you or I may go aD 
stand in a public place— as is done, indeed, almost ever  ̂
day— and insult with impunity the most cherished beliefs 
your fellow-Christians, the Catholics, and no law can reac 
you. You may ridicule the doctrine of Absolution ; you may 
ridicule the most cherished tenets of the Catholic Faith, an 
no law can reach you. You may describe your fellow-citizen 
who are Nonconformists as schismatics, and deride tbm 
heresies. No law can reach you, whether your language 
coarse, or whether your language be refined. But if 
religion in which we were told by the Judges the la^ 
established— if the fundamentals of Christianity, whick a 
the basis of civil society, are attacked in a loud and vu.° 
manner, then you can hale the man by tho common P° I(L  
man before the Courts of his country, and you may send hi 
to prison as a felon. . j

Gentlemen, I  started from the commencement by saynaS 
do not condone— no one would condone— the uso of 413 
language. But what is this language ? One of the pbra®  ̂
which this man used— I shudder to reproduce them- ■wa3

Vo
duty'

the

where he described tho Divinity as a savage monster, 
not let us shirk tho words any more than we shirk our 
Lying before me, in my hands, is a book published under 
auspices of the Clarion newspaper— a Socialist product) 
The author is a man of education and refinement. * 
book has been sold by thousands in our streets, in our sh°R j 
and those words aro written, printed, published in that bo ’ 
and no prosecution takes place. But ho who quotes then3 ¡s 
Highbury Corner is brought beforo you charged with ^  
offence. Gentlemen, I  repeat that that is an unequal a^  
and when I say this law is obsolete, I  mean this, and I . 
not shrinking from or shirking tho expression of all rcsp°  ̂
bility as a Counsel of long experience at tho Bar— that y  ^ 
sophistries such as the character of tho language wkic ^  
used are to bo tho tost as to whethor it is blasphemy ° r j  
when tho law is distorted from its original purpose a 
meaning in deference to public opinion— when it is no 
an offenco against tho law to go and striko at tho r°° j 
religion in the polished periods of tho philosopher—the^^ 
say it is only a small step, a very small step, further, to ^  
that that law is contrary to tho spirit of the ago, an“ g{ 
Jury would uphold it who desired to sco that principj® f 
equality established and maintained, and that still p1». ^  
principle vindicated,— that no man (and this is tho P4*0  ̂
which I expound beforo you) should stand in peril o* ^  
liberty for anything that ho says, that ho thinks, or tka ^  
writes concerning religion. Tho ordinary law can ho ^  
forced, and should bo enforced. If this man caused ^  
obstruction, let him ,bo dealt with. If this man 33 
language oxciting to a breach of tho pcaco, let him bo 
with. If this man has used profane lauguago, let km3 ^  
summoned beforo tho magistrate by a police officer. 3313 
not a police officer meddle in theso higher things.

Gentlemon, I am afraid— and yet I am not asham° t 
nave trespassed upon your timo long. I  do not ask for J ^ 
sympathy— I cannot ask for your sympathy— because 1
that if I  had been passing along and had heard those 1 
I should havo felt as many of you would have felt- <rr0lljjd, 
appeal to you on higher ground. I  appeal to you on a (ja3 
and in vindication of a principle, on which no ^ ° ull^oll ior 
over appealed in vain to a British Jury. I appeal to j  of 
the security, tho dignity, which is involved in the eq,l£) da»^ 
our laws. I appeal to you that although, undor tho «"nossih'f 
of a wiso and thoughtful Judge, as littlo harm as 1 yet 
might bo dono, whatovor tho effect might bo in this ca^ IJ1cie 
let it not bo used on other occasions, in other cases, 
tho environment of justice may not bo as pure as it 1 ^  
— let it not bo said that a British Jury— an English 
havo perpetuated, by their verdict, a law which j-e3*1 
traced back in its origin to the most ovil and tho 
period of English history. Lot us remember that i? j 
other country almost in tho wide world where freo inst* 
exist, this law is unknown, and that it is only m 41 
and forgotten corners of tho earth that you find 1 ' 
havo travelled a long, and a very long, way from *k
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g ij®  men were convicted and sentenced to death at the 
that° i0r Nonconformists. It is not so very long ago 
. people were subject to grave religious disabilities 
BuT*380 ^ ey were Nonconformists, or Jews, or Sectarians. 
+i gentlemen, we have civil equity before the law, and
offi .^Best judicial office in this land— the highest civil 
o ° q ln this ân(^— the office of Keeper of the Conscience of 
Kee hovcre'8n who is Defender of the Faith— the office of 
and^f <-'onsc'ence ° i  your King, may be of that rac°
■whi i  j . religion which crucified, which murdered, and 
thp n ? e the Divine Being of whom your Sovereign is 

efender and Maintainer in this realm, 
the 6 .etnerl’ acquit this man. Acquit him for the sake of 
toifiT ‘ y ° f  our laws. Acquit him, because you will not 

We hat the speech which this man has used, stripped 
a or V? sarities. may be uttered to fashionable audiences in 
Whis Wc*efl conventicle, but must not be spoken, must not be 

must not be heard, by a little group of working- 
at Highbury Corner.

Acid Drops.

itdpfj fetching mental simplicity still obtains in Christian 
ober of men who have been Chairmen of the 
Union, or heads of Congregational Colleges,

Ed„i lsaued a manifesto to the Congregational Churches of 
theol • an^ Wales “ with a view to allaying the prevalent 
and p ^lca  ̂nnrest.” Their manifesto contains seven clauses, 
can one begins with “ W e believe.” W hat on earth 
of s Rafter what they believe ? What they know might be 
negijJ?? Importance. But perhaps their knowledge is a 
a t e . quantity. On the matter of their manifesto we 

Ure it is.

"fbe p80 ^ ongregati°nalist big-pots wind up by believing that 
Can b e ^ a-ren* conh'ct betwoen science and religion not only 
teC0Q .,a '¡pated, but is at the present time approaching a 
('vhich •la*'*on'” What composition! Fancy a conflict 
I'econc no  ̂ a conflict, being only apparent) approaching a 
anq \lu a^ on • What these gentlemen want is less belief, 

"or sonse and hotter English.

many' Campboll spoedily replied to that Congregational 
Ia‘ c pZ - ,  8a.ys ,ifc is a counterpart, in its way, of the 
Saccessf i ^ “ cyclical on Modernism, and will bo just as 
"ptevi i ^omo of the gentlomen who signed it have 
How >i *]US ^ tried what violent personal abuso can do,” and 
Can dr> aro ovcn trying what practical excommunication 
They 0'j But he defies them all, for God is with him.
of t|j ’ V1 course, think God is with them. This is the way 
iag, JpS'ans. Thoy always havo God in their safo keep- 

^^Igb tin ess gets shifted about like a ventriloquist’s
m a bag— and talks aftor the samo fashion,

v a ii^ a t  is truth,” Mr. Campboll cries, “  and it shall pro- 
CamniS’, ^ a-in' is what thoy all say. But is it truo ? 

Nearly ^ h c l l  bimsolf assorts that truo Christianity pretty 
fittl0 ofV̂ n*; ouf w*tli the Apostles, and has been heard very 
lapSo 111 tho Christian Churches ever sinco. After tho 
tiow Tl i *^oso centuries it is springing up again in tho 
did b e f j , 0^ -  But why shouldn’t it go under again as it 

0 ‘ As tho orator said, wo pauso for a roply.

noti0ns is suro to provail is ono of thoso cheerful
is tlla(. wbich servo a lot of people for wisdom. Tho fact 
°i a u, r^tlj often gets licked by falsehood; not for a day, 
The Ion r • 01 a year, but for centuries and millenniums. 
• Isofion ,eXlstonce of supernatural religon is a proof of it. 
!a the ov i 'u t° the very schools before truth. Which 
"he Chur ?Uati°n of tho Education struggle. Every ono of 
Nation’« uu8 wants to teach its own falsehoods to tho
Postojg__cuudron. Thoy call each other liars and im-

and wo havo the honor to agreo with thorn.

®asily writCi  ̂Blatchford denies that ho over said ho could 
lQ 8ome re° & k°tter book than tho Bible. W ill ho deny that, 

pccts, ho couldn’t possibly write a worse ono ?
, Wfiat ** m
5,°ok morn un'luarn ” did say was that ho could “ compilo a 
;^statneil(. 8ujtablo to tho noeds of Man ” than tho Now
tead Ho'•‘mm» tr  now repeats this statement, aftor just
?aite an , w Testament all through again. “  I  am 
ti°0k that ’ 10 «ays, “ that it would bo easy to compilo a
a? Olq , bo a bettor ethical and spiritual guide than 

! a‘d Someth- °  ^ cw Testament.”  Of courso it would. Wo 
of 0. °t  tho samo sort ourselves, years ago, at tho 

Book o f  God. “  Bevolation,” wo said, “ is

necessarily miraculous, and when the belief in miracles 
expires the death-knell rings for every Book of God. We  
are then left to the discipline of culture. And what is 
culture? It is steeping our minds in the wisest and loveliest 
thoughts of all ages. And each of us may then make his 
own Bible for himself— a truo Bible of Humanity.”

A  good deal of log-rolling has been going on in the Socialist 
New Age. Shaw and Wells, and Chesterton and Belloc, 
have been going for each other. W e mean that one couple 
has been going for the other. The result is a good personal 
entertainment. Nothing more. Last week G. K. C. replied 
to G. B. S., chaffing him for being a Freethinker, redolent of 
the old Hall of Science, and dominated in certain respects 
by “ the ghost of Bradlaugh.” One of Chesterton’s points 
can easily be turned against himself. He says that the true 
Freethinker must contradict Christianity, even if he contra
dicts him self; and must accuse that wretched creed of all 
evils, even if they aro inconsistent evils. “ Thus,” he con
tinued, “ the old Atheists abused Christianity for being meek 
and Quakerish, while they also abused it for being bloody 
and imperialistic. The two sins of the Christian were first 
that he would not fight, and secondly that he was always 
fighting. Similarly, Christianity was attacked, first for con
cealing the kindness of Nature and then for concealing the 
unkindness of Nature. This extraordinary religion was 
first the black spot on a white world and then the white 
spot on a black world.” Here we have the odd spectacle of 
G. K. Chesterton quarreling with paradox. He ought to bo 
able to see that Christianity really is attackable from opposite 
sides. It is “ meek and Quakerish ” on Sundays, and in the 
Sermon on the Mount; and on that side it may be called 
“ the impossible creed,” for nobody ever tries to practise it 
— the attempt being like shooting at the stars, which means 
hitting nothing, except by accident. It is also “ bloody and 
imperialistic ” from Monday morning to Saturday night in 
positive practice— this being the inevitable reaction from the 
impossibility of its Sunday professions.

Tho English lady novelist known as “ Ouida,” who died 
the other day in Italy, wrote a good many essays and 
articles in her time, and some of them— no doubt the most 
important— were gathered together in a volume entitled 
Views and Opinions. One of these essays was on “ Tho 
Failure of Christianity.” W e mado a few extracts from it 
not very long ago in the Freethinker. W e wish now to refer 
to one of its closing passages, which is particularly interest
ing just at present, in view of the nobbling of tho Socialist 
movement by the clergy :—

“ In a small, and a poor, community Christianity may bo a 
creed possible in its practical realisation, and consistent in its 
simplicity of existence; but in the mad world of modern life, 
with its overwhelming wealth and its overwhelming poverty, 
with its horriblo satiety and its horrible hunger, with its 
fiendish greed and its ghastly criino3, its endless lusts and 
its cruel bitterness of hatreds, Christianity can only be ono 
of two things— either a nullity, as it is now in all national 
life, or a dynamic force allied with and ruling through 
socialism, and destroying all civilisation as it, at present, 
stands.— Which will it be? There is no prophet to say. 
But whichever it be, thore will be that in its future which, 
if it remain dominant, will make the cry of the poet the sigh 
of Humanity:—

“  Thou has conquered, O pale Galilean; the 
world has grown gray from thy breath.” 

Socialism is not discussablo in our columns; but wo havo no 
hesitation in saying that a Socialism inspirod by Christianity, 
and really dircctod by Christian Churches, would bo a far 
more terrible curso than anything which now obtains. 
Freedom of mind would bo the first thing destroyed, and 
everything elso essentially valuablo would follow in its wake.

Tho Rev. T . Brain Castle, of Woolwich, recently called 
together a confcrenco on Socialism and Christianity. It 
possessed, as so many of thoso religious conferences possess, 
tho peculiar foaturo of being confined to Christian speakers 
— at least, only Christians figure in tho report that lios 
beforo us. And their mental calibro may be gauged from 
one of them seriously propounding the problem, “ Can a 
Christian work side by side with an Agnostic Socialist ? ” 
Ono can only wonder at tho lovely thing Socialism will be 
presently if this typo of mind is allowod to flourish within 
its ranks.

Apart from this, the conforonco presented tho customary 
feature of every Christian, including the chairman, denounc
ing ohurches and chapels as nests of cant and hypocrisy, 
and as standing in tho way of the development of “ truo 
Christianity." Personally, we never met a Christian who 
wasn’t ready to denounce tho hypocrisy and insincerity of 
other Christians. And this makes us wonder who it is that 
keeps tho churches and chapels going. It would bo too
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much to assume that Christians would, after denouncing 
churches and chapels, lend them their support. So the 
problem remains, Who is it that keeps the churches and 
chapels afloat ? One can only assume that they are sup
ported by Freethinkers, who give them surreptitious assist
ance in order to prevent the development of “ true 
Christianity.”

Truth is welcome from any quarter, the more so when it 
comes unexpectedly. Writing in the Methodist Times, 
“ Historicus,” one of the regular staff, sa ys:—

“  Like all previous Education Bills in this country (the 
present one) has little concern with education. Its main 
concern is religion. The schools of this country are simply 

• the cockpit of warring creeds. In our long and dreary 
‘ education ’ controversies the question of education is seldom 
raised. To separate religion and education in this country 
would be the greatest service that any man could render to 
either. But that can only be done by what is called the 
secular solution.”

W ill other Nonconformist papers please copy ?

Mr. J. B. Slack is the principal of a Methodist Mission at 
Paisley. At the memorial stone laying of a new Hall, in 
September last, it was announced that a friend would give 
¡£500 towards the building fund if another ¡£500 could be 
raised independently. On this Mr. Slack remarked that 
God had always been so good to him that he would be sure 
to assist in raising the money— or at least ¡£100 of it. Mr. 
Slack now writes to the Methodist Times for the assistance 
of the editor of that paper, as he can “ only raise ” the 
money by his help. Evidently God Almighty has been 
neglecting his servant Slack.

Rev. Lord William Cecil has been to China and got safely 
back again— for which the Lord (we mean the Lord) be 
praised 1 His lordship (wo mean Lord Cecil) has just 
addressed a Liverpool audience on the future of China. One 
thing he said is really worth noting ; not for its novelty, but 
because of its coming from such a quarter. “ There was not 
an aristocracy of birth in China,” Lord Cecil said, “ but an 
aristocracy of intellect. The humblest Chinese, if he could 
successfully pass his examinations, could rise to the highest 
positions.” In one respect, therefore, China has nothing to 
learn from us. W hat his lordship hopes they will learn 
from us is Christianity. H e told his commercial auditors at 
Liverpool that if the Chinese “ adopted a materialistic form 
of thought ” they “  would become a competitor in our 
market, when there might bo a considerable danger to us 
from the commercial aspect.” If they becomo Christians—  
real Christians— we shall bo able to beat them easily. Goodl 
W o understand. Yes, we must see that tho Chinese do 
become Christians.

In The International for February, Mr. L . Haden Guest 
has some plain words on our mothods of “ civilising ” tho 
natives of South Africa. Ho says :—

“ Because native customs sanction polygamy, therefore 
they must be attacked in the name of religion and morality 
(the morality of Johannesburg !) because native land tenure 
makes the means of life come easy to all, so that they cannot 
be compelled to work for wages against their wish, native 
institutions must be attacked on ‘ economic ’ grounds; 
because native institutions maintain the solidarity of tribes and 
may threaten the safety of contiguous white people, native 
institutions must be attacked on political grounds ; because 
natives believe in witches, spooks, devils, they must he
attacked on religious grounds. And we offer them___ an
inferior place in the State....... an inferior status........an inferior
moral system and a profession of Christianity affirmed by 
every impartial commission that has ever investigated native 
affairs. In fact the net result of our efforts and the civi
lising of the natives can be seen in the ‘ location ' attached 
to any South African town. The location is a miserable 
slum of one-roomed buildings patched up of tin, straw, 
grasses, and rubble ; insanitary, ill-constructed, and rotten 
with poverty, and degraded by immorality. The only reli
gion or morality a profession of Christianity of the most 
external kind, the tribal morality of the unspoiled native 
knocked out of him by religious administrative efforts. 
When white men in Africa want black mistresses they seek, 
not the raw girl, but the ‘ mission ’ girl.”

Quite a lovely picture of tho effect of our Christian civilisa
tion of the native races !

tells a Carlyle story which deserves to rank with the one 
told by Conway about the Chelsea Christians being so drunk 
through celebrating the birthday of their Savior. Lear had 
the story from Browning:— “ Carlyle on going abroad f°r 
the first time saw a crucifix and said calmly, ‘ Ah 1 Poor 
fellow, I thought we had had enough of him 1’ ”

Lear told another story of Lady Normanby and tho 
Brownings:— “ Little Browning (seven or eight years old) 
said to Lady Normanby one day, ‘ I  write poetry as P&P® 
and Mama do.’ 1 Oh,’ said Lady N., ‘ I  thought you seemed 
a very odd little boy— but now I see— there are three incom- 
prehensibles, not one incomprehensible.’ ”

Both the Aberdare Leader and tho Merthyr Express gave 
good reports of Mr. Cohen’s recent lecture at Aberdare on 
the Salvation Army. The last-named paper, however, pub- 
lished a letter from “ Major ” Broughton authorising a 
correspondent to “ give the lie ” to one of Mr. Cohen 8 
statements. The statement in question is the one that 
was published in these columns concerning the Army3 
treatment of the unemployed during their march fr0Ifl 
Manchester to London. It will be remembered that the 
W ar Cry gave a detailed account of how these men wet0 
taken in at Northampton and fed and housed. The War 
Cry, however, did not say that the Army charged the men 
¡£6 for the same, and that this nearly emptied the exchequer 
“ M ajor” Broughton does not deny that the money was 
charged, and does not explain why the W ar Cry oroitt00 
all reference to it. He merely says that the men were there 
two nights instead of one. And this is what he calls “ giving 
the lie ” to the charge 1 The Arm y’s ideas of disproof ar0 
about as curious as its methods— and both are intended t° 
throw dust in tho eyes of the public.

Prior to Mr. Cohen’s visiting Aberdare, some scurrilous note9 
appeared in the Aberdare and Mountain Ash Post, written 
by someone who had at least the decency to bo ashamed 0* 
signing them with his proper name. Mr. Cohen’s chi0* 
offence seems to be that of his boing born a Jew— a disaster 
which ho bears with greater fortitude, since otherwise b° 
might have been born a Christian. The week following th0 
Aberdare meeting a letter appeared in the same paper signed' 
on behalf of the “ soldiers and friends ” of the Army, by tb0 
adjutant, treasurer, and secretary of the local “  CorpSi 
thanking this anonymous writer for his “ defence” of tb° 
Army, and protesting “ against the use of public building3 
for meetings of this character, seeing that they aro injurious 
to the community.” Really 1 To criticiso the Army0 
methods is injurious to the community. Tho Army, t0° 
cowardly to reply to straightforward criticism, asks that it9 
critics may be Bhut out of public buildings because they at° 
“  injurious to tho community.” W ell, there is nothing l*®0 
impudonce, and it flourishes in tho Army from tho grcf ‘ 
Booth down to tho humblest member. But what a lovoq 
country England would be if tho Army and othor ChristiaD 
bodies had their way !

John Bull answers a correspondent who was “  surprised 
to find 190 present at tho Annual Dinner of the Nations* 
Secular Society.” One of J. B .’s contributors, Jim CroWi10 
what is sometimes called “ a warm member," and its o0r- 
respondent wishes tho lively gentleman would join tb0 
dinner party. Whereupon J. B . rem arks: “ Wo do n0t 
think they would elect him. They aro much more particul»1 
than some of the religious bodies.” Quito so. But J- 
contributors will be welcom e; and they do not nood to b0 
elected.

Mr. Bottomloy told tho Houso of Commons that he ba 
the names and addresses of 1,280 men of God who ba0 
invested their money in the liquor trade. Members laugh0 
like anything. Then thoy hurried off to tho bars to disc00 
tho now Temperance Bill over “ tho usual.”

There aro sensible persons now and then even at Oxford 
A correspondent of the Daily Chronicle, writing from Mb’0] 
head, states that “ not many years ago ” in the great univ0t- 
sity city “ it was pretty well known that one of tho mast0t 
in a large and popular Nonconformist school was noted m0r 
for his study of the Freethinker than of tho Bible.”

In the Letters o f  Edward Lear (author of tho inimitable 
Book o f  Nonsense) thero aro many passages showing his 
hatred of orthodox Christianity. He wrote bitterly of the 
monks everywhere. “ If this be Christianity,” he said, “  let 
Christianity be rooted out as soon as possible.” He had 
contempt for priests of all denominations. “ I btlll main
tain,” ho wrote, “ that blasphemy and lying are tho Prero
gatives of Priestcraft, or they would not say that the 
Almighty damns the greater part of his creatures.” He

Another good man gono wrong. Rev. Godfrey W l j  
Cordeux, of Briorley, Felkirk, Barnsley, Yorks, left jC78,4‘ilf 
What would ho give now for a drop of cold water out 0 
Father Abraham’s bottle 1

William Morrow, of Audenlee-avenuo, Belfast, committ0'j 
suicide by taking strychnine. Tho jury found that ho 01 
so “ whilo suffering from mental aberration.” Ho had b00 
attending Gipsy Smith’s meetings.
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Mr. Foote’s Engagements.
— > Queen’ß Hall, London.
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To Correspondents.

j '  ^onEN’s Lecture Engagements.—March 8, Glasgow.
Lecture Engagements.—March 8, West H am ; 

i0> Manchester.
‘J ? ‘ ?7VRIN0-— We told Mr. Bernard Shaw, some fifteen years 

. that the Christian clergy would nobble the Socialist move- 
in i £? soon as they thought it profitable to do so. Curiously, 
snff0°  i ® through a spirited pamphlet by Matilda Boalfe, who 
she v* Un<̂ er the Blasphemy Laws in 1844, we noticed that 
an . ‘tterly reprobated the Socialist leaders of her time (it was 
a .!mPortant popular movement then) for pandering to Christi- 
the asked them what they had gained by it. She told
j,rj ?  that they had simply robbed their cause of all its once 
of ?h t r° SPec*8' -And she W3s right. The Socialist movement 
"rote ^ me Wa3 aS ^ea<* as a hoor nail a few years after she

E |yDHN'— May use it. Thanks for your “ best wishes.” 
sen ^AMES-— Thanks for cuttings ; see paragraphs. Pleased to
‘hink.your anti-Sabbatarian and anti-Puritan letter. Free-

kers ought to make use of the press in that way as much as

^ S pence.— Glad you were “ pleased to see the action taken 
y Mr. Foote and the N. S. S. Executive re the Boulter case.”

Cumg (Toronto).— Pleased to hear from you again, 
ty g  ®ALI- — Thanks for ever-welcome cuttings 
B j  ‘ ^kAKiN.— May all your good wishes be realised ! 

iiss \̂ .ENDKIlS0N says: “ I am delighted with your masterly 
riu„ec‘ ‘°n of McCabe’s article, and am looking forward with 

G. p SU' e for more.”
Ho*?Boi>,0ugh.— Thanks for your interesting letter. We did 
date f °W Mr. Justice Phillimore was once Liberal candi- 
tlja, ‘ or St. George’s, Hanover-square. We note your view 
"e  l, Peccant article is only intelligible as “ part of the price 
Ei-n™.ave kud to pay for being brave enough to stand alone for 

Principles.”
McC lkV—It is a pity, as you say, to “ seo a man of Mr. 
of g.,81?0'8 abilities allowing himself to be made the mouthpiece 
oin. . cause.” Pleased to have your “ congratulations” on

B .B L epy’
our fCK.' thanks for cuttings. Glad you “  quite agree ”  with 
ioh tv Week’s article. You will sec that we are doing that^ ‘ horoogHy.

cowa's *-E'— Nover mind ; the “ taunts and insinuations” of 
And < S f=*ve other men opportunities of telling more truths. 
^dgrne^1 ^°ar our being “  guided ”  by anything but our own

i\ LL‘ See paragraph ; thanks. 
havpC‘!Er'r"IT'— Tour suggestions shall be considered. Glad you 
" .  circulated a lot of F. Bonte’s pamphlet”  and think it 

W. gC] an<d “ likely to do great good.”
Sentlv'ESc R'— s‘la11 ho writing on the very same book pre- 

A, Uv y' Shelley remained an Atheist to the last.
We ?,’iIic°'VN.— We have so little time for holidaying, and when 
Barnr. V° We hko to spend it with the family. Thanks all the 

c. ty";
Hi0anST,~~If you were a millionaire you would probably be as 
{¡ekerous res‘  ^hem. Your poor man’s half-crown is

that » iif8n ’ as a motnhor for years of the E . P. A ., assures us 
Ration i- McCabe in no way represents tho vast majority of 
This c *n fhe Blasphemy case.” Wo are glad to hoar it. 
gratef, ,rresP°ndent assures us : “ All Freethinkers are deeply 
for ti10 j to y °u for the splendid manner in which you fought 
freednritlIi^ainc,n*iaf principles of intellectual emancipation and 

^ a«ci,e m ° f oxPression.”
In hisTlfR "  ®AINT-” — Mr. Foote did not overlook the point. 
8tatctl) interview with Mr. Boulter lie volunteered the 
h * > U s e l f ‘ hat ficn‘ leman should (either after defending 
h°tUe u.°r h®*n6 defended by counsel) bo sent to prison, his 
Myself ”°m ^ h® properly looked after. “  I will seo to it 

j  Patty pled , ' Eoote a^dod ; thus giving a personal as well as a

Barring® Society, L imited, office is at 2 Nowcastle-street 
Taj ^ o n - s t r e e t ,  E .C .

®0i o&e oaatle-street, Farringdon-street, E .C
StreoB °*iceb must reach 2 Newcastle-st

Freethinker should be addressed

Barrf«IjNAl‘ Secular Society's office is at 2 Newcastle-street,
^TSas Sfâ° n'Street’ E -C - 

to 2 M or fhe Editor of the 
"ewcastle-street, Fi

-■test t? nICES rnust reaun a iiowcasiie-sircei, rarnnguon- 
. 'Qseftgj hy first post Tuesday, or thoy will not be
fa - •

'barking? 8en^ na newspapers would enhance the favor by 
f . Paasa8os to which they wish us to call attention. 

h8hin0 hferature should be sent to the Freethonght Pnb- 
r„sllteet y  2,rnParky. Limited, 2 Nowcastlo-street, Farringdon- 
Tug j/ ' ®nd not to tho Editor.

n o ^ f  W*^ ho forwarded direct from the publishing 
v, 6d . 8l , ee> a‘  the following rates, prepaid:— One yoar, 
”***ojig r' 1 . . year, 5s. 3 d .; thruo months, 2s. 8d.

Sena\mJ^'n6 for literature by stamps are specially requested 
nalfpenny stamps.

Sugar Plums.

Plain Truth , the organ of Pembroke Chapel, Liverpool, 
protests against the action of the police in getting the local 
N. S. S. Branch ejected from Milton Hall. “ If the police,” 
it says, “ are to tell us what we shall say in matters theo
logical, they will soon begin to tell us what we must think.”

“ Your article in last week’s Freethinker," Mr. Heaford 
writes, “  has m y entire support. I  daresay fastidious 
dilettantists thought Bruno indecorous 308 years ago, and 
assured tho priests of the time that he was quite the right 
sort of person to burn alive.” Mr. Heaford informs us that 
he wrote articles on the Boulter case for L a Ragione (Rome) 
and L'Action  (Paris). W e regret we have not seen either of 
these journals lately.

The Woolwich Gazette reports Mr. Cohen’s last lecture at 
the Town Hall, and remarks that “ Great enthusiasm was 
one of the marked features of the evening, and considerable 
interest was taken throughout the lecture by all present.”

Mr. Cohen delivers two lectures at the Glasgow Secular 
Hall to-day (March 8). W e hope he will have big audiences.

A  number of Edinburgh Freethinkers have formed a 
Rationalist Social Club— not connected with any outside 
organisation— at 12 Hill-square. This Club lets the N. S. S. 
Branch hold its meetings there, and to have a Freethought 
library and reading-room. A special business meeting will 
be held next Thursday (March 12) at 9 p.m. Local “ saints ” 
are requested to attend.

Tho March number of tho Positivist Review, edited by 
Mr. S. H . Swinny, has some editorial notes on the “ blas
phemy ” prosecution. Tho following deals with the upshot 
of tho case :—

“ In the blasphemy case, the prisoner was convicted, and 
ultimately bound over on promising not to repeat the offence. 
Whether Mr. Boulter should have entered into the very 
stringent agreement ultimately accepted, it is not for me to 
say. It is easy in perfect safety to preach the duty of 
martyrdom. But it is very desirable that all those who aro 
in danger of prosecution should seriously consider their 
position, and either avoid the danger or determine to 
persevere to the end. It should be said, in Mr. Boulter’s 
excuse, that the Judge kept him in the cells from eleven to 
three while negotiations were in progress. The prisoner 
declares that he refused to sign three forms that were 
tendered to him during that time, and in the end the Judgo 
had to bo content with one less drastic, though certainly 
very severe."

Mr. Swinny’s point that thoso who may bo in danger of 
prosecution under the Blasphomy Laws “  should avoid tho 
dangor or determine to persovero to the end ” is both timely 
and important.

Another point dealt with by Mr. Swinny is Mr. Justico 
Phillimoro’s sermon from tho bonch :—

“  Where the whole proceedings were objectionable, it may 
seem useless to find fault on particular points; but Mr. 
Justice Phillimoro’s open expression of a wish for the con
version or re-conversion of the prisoner to Christianity 
seemed especially scandalous. Would he have approved if 
the late Sir George Jessel had from the Bench pressed a 
litigant who was a Christian convert from Judaism to return 
to his old faith? Jews, Turks, and Infidels—not to speak of 
Positivists and Secularists— can assist in tho making of the 
law as legislators and can administer it as judges. The 
Christian oath has long been abolished, and the Theistic oath 
is optional. And yet a Judge thinks it right and proper to 
use his position on the Bench to impress his own particular 
religious views on a prisoner who is beforo him.”

This is excellently expressed, and wo hope the Judgo will 
have an opportunity of reading it.

Thero is one eminent Nonconformist whoso character and 
ability command universal respect, and we aro dolighted to 
seo him declaring in favor of Secular Education. Writing to 
the D aily News in reference to Mr. McKenna’s new Bill, 
Dr. A. M. Fairbairn sa y s : “ Is not tho inevitable drift of 
things tending to confirm tho view held by tho fathers of 
Nonconformity, that tho State has nothing to do with 
religion while tho Church has everything ? W hy cannot 
religion be loft to the churches, and all secular knowledge to 
the State ? ”
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Two “  Blasphemy ” Imprisonments.
-------4-------

L— Geoege Jacob Holyoake’s.
I left off last week very awkwardly. It was not 
my fault, but my misfortune. In the make-up of 
the paper a certain space was left for my article and 
it could not he exceeded. This was the cause of my 
abrupt termination. On the whole, therefore, I 
think I had better begin again denovo; incorporating 
the substance of the last paragraph of the previous 
article in the present one. The reader will thus 
have the entire matter before him now.

It will be remembered that Mr. McCabe— the 
spokesman for the Rationalists, who did nothing to 
help Mr. Boulter in his defence, but advised his 
surrender to Mr. Justice Phillimore— declared that 
if ever a “ blasphemy ” prosecution occurred merely 
“ for opinions ” or simply for “ attacking Christi
anity,” and “ clear of all extraneous issues,” he and 
his friends would boldly defend the liberty of free 
speech. But I pointed out that no such prosecution 
ever did, or ever could, occur under the Blasphemy 
Laws. Bringing the Christian religion into disbelief 
had never filled an indictment by itself; it was 
always coupled with bringing the Christian religion 
into contempt. To come under the Blasphemy Laws 
at all a man must have some liveliness in him. And 
his liveliest movements— quite naturally— are seized 
upon to trip him by the heels. Pedantry and 
“ respectability ” are perfectly safe. They always 
were so ; they always will be so. From the days of 
Giordano Bruno to the present age the freethinking 
victims of Christian persecution have always been 
persons of natural vivacity— and they have generally 
been persons who addressed themselves to the 
common people.

Mr. McCabe, however, supposes that he has a 
“ blasphemy ” case “ clear of all extraneous issues ” 
in the prosecution, trial, and imprisonment of George 
Jacob Holyoake in 1842. Sinco then, “ there has 
been no prosecution for an attack on Christianity, in 
decent terms, in this country.” This statement, 
which is, of course, a calculated insult to myself, and 
malignantly libellous, I  will deal with when I come 
to my own case in 1888. Wo will keep Mr. Holy- 
oake’s case before us just at present. And this is 
what Mr. McCabe says about i t :—

“ Holyoako was the last to suffer for Atheism, or 
disbelief in Christianity, in this country. The charge, 
of course, was blasphomy. 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 
there was ‘ levity ’ in the chief phrase that was urged
against Holyoako........ It may justly be said, as Holyoake
says in the title of his book, that this was the last trial 
for Atheism in England. The small amount of 1 levity ’ 
in his remark that, seeing the poverty of the country, 
the Deity ought to be put on half-pay (i.c., tho cost of 
the clergy ought to bo reduced by half), does not alter 
the fact that ho was really imprisoned for his opinions, 
not for expressing them in a scurrilous way.”

Statements of this kind, on a matter that occurred 
so long ago, are likely to mislead the ordinary reader. 
It will bo thought that they must bo true, because 
Mr. McCabe has been writing the Life of Holyoake, 
and presumably consulting the original documents. 
But they are not true. They are a farrago of folly 
and falsehood. And it is only on one ground that I 
am able to understand Mr. McCabe’s attitude. The 
Holyoake tradition is an important asset of the enter
prise with which ho is associated, and ho and his 
friends are not going to lose it for the sake of 
historical accuracy. But it has become my duty—  
the duty is positively thrust upon me— to expose 
that tradition as a pernicious imposture; an im
posture, because it does not rest upon a single scrap 
of evidence— and pernicious, because it is employed 
to defame and injure other loyal servants of Free- 
thought.

I desire it to be understood that I am far from 
wishing to depreciate Holyoake’s merits and char

acter. But the Holyoake I admire most is not the 
Holyoake who, during the second half of his pubh° 
life, used to pose as the only “ respectable ” leading 
Freethinker in England ; who used to spend so much 
of his time in complimenting, and receiving comp»' 
ments from, distinguished Christians ; who used to 
favor his fellow Freethinkers with very little elsS 
than “ candid advice,” which is, alas, so apt to be » 
rather cowardly form of moral assassination; ana 
who, with all his fine qualities, had to give way 
before Bradlaugh and others simply because he bad 
no capacity whatever for leadership. The Holyoak0 
I most admire is the Holyoake of the first half of h13 
public life, before he was devoured by that passion 
for compromising friendships, which is often s0 
difficult to discriminate from vulgar tufthunting > 
the Holyoake who sprang into the breach of dang01 
when “ blasphemy ” prosecutions were becoming 
almost epidemic; the Holyoake who faced imprison
ment, as he had faced poverty and ostracism, for bis 
principles; the Holyoake who, while not original'" 
for he never was that in anything—had the sagacity 
to see from the profound suggestions of Comte» 
echoed by John Mill and Harriet Martineau, that 
Freethought would have to be expressed positively 
as Secularism before it could give a firm foothold to 
those who sought to press it on tho attention of the 
people; the Holyoake who accepted the Socialism of 
Robert Owen because it promised earthly benefits to 
the working classes, and who was always, to the very 
end, genuinely interested in projects of popular 
advancement, although he no longer expected 01 
desired the Socialist millennium he longed for and 
prophesied in his ardent youth. .

Holyoake lived long enough to surround himsoH 
with a false tradition. Men and women who bad 
been in peril with him dropped away in time, through 
death or retirement; and he was loft alone to m o n o 
polise the credit of a heroic past. He called his own 
the “ Last Trial for Atheism ”— and he was wrong 10 
this, as ho was wrong in posing as the only “ respect
able ” Freethinker in England. He was not in1' 
prisoned for Atheism at all. No man over wa3 
imprisonod for Atheism. Ho was imprisoned f°r 
Blasphemy; and there was no essential difference 
between his case and that of any other victim of tbe 
Blasphemy Laws. If ho thought so, it was an unf01' 
tunate egoism; if others think so, they are badly 
prejudiced or sadly deceived.

The truth of this will appear presently. In tb0 
meanwhile I have to wonder whether prejudice or 
deception is the main cause of Mr. McCabe’s blunders- 
He ought to know that tho Cheltenham magistrate0 
did not “ convict” Holyoake; he ought to know that 
the prosecution did not plead against Holyoake on tb® 
mere ground of “ disbelief in God and the Bible < 
he ought to know that the “ ‘ levity’ in the cbif1 
phrase that was urged against Holyoake ” was 
itself the whole indictment; he ought to know it 
not true that “ Mr. Justice Erskine merely observed 
that there was “ levity ” in that particular expr00' 
sion; he ought to know that Holyoake was 00 
“ really imprisoned for his opinions ” but for “ expr06' 
sing them in a scurrilous way.” I say he ought * 
know these things. If he has read Holyoake’s tr*0, 
he must know them. In that case, I need 00 
describo his offence. Every one of my readers c»0 
do that for himself.

Let me pause hero to say that in one sense, 
course, Holyoake was imprisoned for his opinio06' 
And so was every other “ blasphemer” who 
Christian clutches. The victim’s opinions 
always the real offence. The proof of it is 
prisoners under the Blasphemy Laws have alway9 
been Freethinkers. Christian “ scurrility ”— tb010 
has been plenty of it— has never been prosecut00 
and punished. Which is a fact (as tho late lfr' 
Justice Stephen said) that proves “ with conclnsiv0 
force ” that the Blasphemy Laws are founded op00 
“ the principle of persecution.” <

Apart altogether from tho published report 
Holyoake’s trial, we have it under his own ba° 
that Mr. Justice Erskine said a good deal more tbfli’

of
— l6' 

fell 10t° 
w0f0 
that
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r> McCabe asserts or insinuates. I have before 
toe the first pamphlet (I believe) that Holyoake 
P,ub“ sfiefi after his imprisonment. He published 
L through the stalwart and much-tried Henry 

etherington. Its title was A Short and Easy 
j ct'l°d with the Saints— with the following quotation 
rom Butler’s Hudibras on the title-page :—

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

When on my trial,” Holyoake says in that pam
phlet, “ Mr. Justice Erskine told me that my offence 
'Vas the violation of decency in the language I had 
Used.” Three pages further on he says:—

"  There was a time, when Christianity wore its 
holiday clothes of meekness and humility, that no 
court would allow it to be debated whether to write 
or speak against Christianity was an offence at Common 
haw. But on my trial, Mr. Justice Erskine laid it down 
that the credit of Christianity might be assailed by 

Sober discussion and legitimate reasoning.’ The 
defence he set up of my imprisonment was that ‘ sober 
argument could be answered,’ but I had used ‘ Indecent 
reviling, improper levity, and ridicule, which could not 
■—and therefore the law stepped in and punished them.’ ”

The palsy of “ respectability ” had not then begun 
0 afflict Holyoake, and he was manly enough to 
0h>ark that “ Some people have a happy knack of 
ailing everything ‘ indecent ’ which disturbs con

ventional propriety— and everything ‘ improper ’ 
hich they cannot refute.” “ What a hubbub,” he 
daed, “ has been made in the world about ridiculing 
®l\gion! I will venture to assert that the system 
nich cannot bear ridicule stands on a bad founda- 

r̂nth ’ infallible and searching test of

But let us return to the point. In the foregoing 
stract we have Holyoake's own testimony that the 
ndgo who sent him to prison did so because of the 
lleged “ violation of decency ” in his language, 
®cau8e he had employed “ indecent reviling ” instead 

‘‘ sober argument.”
■this is what the judges have always said in cases 
Prosecution for “ blasphemy.” Lawyers on the 

ehch, like the lawyers in the prosecuting counsels’ 
eats, have delighted in this sophistry. Whenever 

j ey have sent a “ blasphemer ” to prison they have 
Variably done it to a chorus of eulogy on free 
Peech. Lord Chief Justice Abbott played this trick 
 ̂ the trial of Wedderburn in 1820. “ The defen-

.r. >” he said, “ is not charged here with entertaining 
\8 or that opinion, but with openly reviling that 

01lgion which is identified with, and the foundation 
j  > all the administration of justice in this country.” 
jfi°trick was played, in the same year, by Mr. Justice 
.̂est at the trial of Thomas Davison. This judicial 
‘got actually fined the defendant again and again 

i'an" 8ay*nS things ” in his defence. He fined him 
. h at a time, and the poor defendant, who was not 
QLfth £10 in the world, soon owed £100 to the good 
hi l|Stian on the bench. But in charging the jury 

*8 lordship cooled down a bit, and told the jury that 
18 Was the law of blasphemous libel:—

"  Every man has a right to state that such or such an 
opinion, no matter whether the tenet of a particular 
sect, or of tho established church, was an erroneous 
opinion, and to support his opinion by any argument ho 
oould call to his assistance. Further than this, however, 
oiscussion was not to carried. Decency of expression 
must bo preserved ; and received or tolorated opinions
must not bo treated with contempt........ His lordship
Would send tho case to the jury upon one single point, 
if they thought that tho works in question wero fraught 
With scurrility, with abuse, and with vituperation 
against the established religion of tho country, then it 
Was their duty to find the defondant guilty ; if they 
thought that those works wero specimens of fair argu
ment and of temperate expression, they would pronounce 
a verdict of acquittal.”

bln"^8 trick imposes on submissive juries. I saw it 
flu ky Mr. Justice North with the usual effect 

“ y own trial. I saw it played by Mr. Justice 
t fihm°re during tho Boulter trial. It is an old 
j£tlCa~~~an(l it is about tho most contemptible thing I 

But this, again, is not my point. I am

showing that Mr. Justice Best and Lord Chief Justice 
Abbott in 1820 laid down that very law of blasphemy 
which Mr. McCabe argues to have followed Mr. 
Holyoake’s trial in 1842. Holyoake, he argues, was 
tried for his disbelief; subsequent “ blasphemers” 
have been tried for their bad manners. A pretty 
argument in support of the Holyoake tradition! 
But it sins against sense and chronology.

I now turn to the report of Holyoake’s trial. It 
was published by “ The Anti-Persecution Union ” 
through Thomas Paterson (of whom mere hereafter), 
and I propose to draw upon it, instead of trusting to 
Mr. McCabe’s “ respectable ” misrepresentations. I 
venture to reproduce the Indictment in full, in order 
that the reader may have the facts before him ; 
which is, after all, the only satisfactory basis of a 
judgment:—

“ Gloucester to W it .— The jurors for our lady tho 
queen, upon their oath, present that George Jacob 
Holyoake, late of the parish of Cheltenham, in the 
county of Gloucester, laborer, being a wicked, malicious, 
and evil-disposed person, and wickedly and profanely 
devising and intending to bring Almighty God, tho holy 
scriptures, and the Christian religion into disbelief and 
contempt among the people of this kingdom, on the 
twenty-fourth day of May, in the fifth year cf the reign 
of our lady tho queen, with force of arms, at tho parish 
aforesaid, in the county aforesaid, in the presence and 
hearing of divers liege subjects of our said lady tho 
queen, maliciously, unlawfully, and wickedly did com
pose, speak, utter, pronounce, and publish with a loud 
voice, of and concerning Almighty God, the holy scrip
tures, and the Christian religion, these words following 
— that is to say, ‘ I  (meaning the said Georgo Jacob 
Holyoake) do not believe there is such a thing as a God, 
I  (meaning the said George Jacob Holyoake) would have 
the Deity served as they (meaning the government of 
this kingdom) servo the subalterns, place him (meaning 
Almighty God) on half-pay ’— to the high displeasure of 
Almighty God, to tho great scandal and reproach of tho 
Christian religion, in open violation of the laws of this 
kingdom, to the ovil example of others in like caso 
offending, and against the peace of our lady the Queen 
hor crown and dignity.”

That is the whole of the Indictment. The descrip
tion of Holyoake is worthy of the pious verbiage of 
the rest of the document. He was not a laborer, he 
was not of the parish of Cheltenham, and he never 
had a loud voice. But tho charge against him was 
substantially true. He did say that ho would put 
the Deity on half-pay. He never denied it, though 
he explained that what ho meant was that tho cost 
of religion should bo reduced by one-half, in view of 
the poverty-stricken state of the country. The 
explanation, however, was hardly necessary, for the 
words he used could scarcely have any other mean
ing. In a moment of mental excitement he had 
expressed himself in an epigram. And those are 
tho things that live. So far from deprecating 
Holyoake’s proposal, I think it errs on the side of 
liberality. I also think it was tho brightest and 
bravest sentence ho over uttered, and I believe it 
may be the one expression by which posterity will 
remember him. It stands above tho flood of timid, 
time-serving speech like a great rook. It takes the 
eye and kindles the imagination. It is a challenge 
and a defiance. It represents Holyoake in his 
moment of supremo inspiration. It is tho one 
thing that secures his immortality.

And now I will ask the reader to note that there 
is but one count in Holyoake’s Indictment. He is 
charged with saying that he did not believe in God, 
but tho charge on which tho prosecution relied was 
tho financial proposal respecting tho Deity. Mr. 
McCabe’s statement is not true, that “ the prosecu
tion pleaded that disbelief in God and the Bible was 
ground enough.” This is not supported by the 
Indictment, neither is it supported by tho remark
ably brief speech of tho prosecuting counsel (Mr. 
Alexander), which occupies (verbatim!) only twenty- 
four linos of the report. What this gentleman called 
“ the horrible blasphemy ” of Holyoake’s speech was 
the statement that “ he would place tbe Deity on 
half-pay.” Ho thought it enough to prove by his 
witnesses that Holyoake had been guilty of “ insult
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ing the Deity.” Mr. Justice Erskine, also, laid the 
greatest stress upon the “ half-pay ” charge in 
summing-up to the jury. He treated it as the real 
point on which they had to decide. His final words 
were these:—

“ The solution given by the defendant is, that although 
his opinions are unhappily such that he has no belief in 
a God, he had no intention of bringing religion into 
contempt. He went on to state that he considered it 
the duty of the clergymen of the establishment to have 
reduced their incomes one half. If he had meant this 
he ought to have used other language. I f  you are 
convinced that he uttered it with levity, for the purpose 
of treating with contempt the majesty of the Almighty 
God, he is guilty of the offence. If you think he made 
use of these words in the heat of argument without any 
such intent, you will give him the benefit of the doubt. 
If you are convinced that he did it with that object you 
must find him guilty, despite of all that has been 
addressed to you. If you entertain a reasonable doubt 
of his intention, you will give him the benefit of it.”

Nothing could be clearer. That epigram was the 
gravamen of the indictment. Holyoake stood or 
fell on the charge of having stated that he would 
put the Deity on half-pay. This was the alpha and 
omega of the prosecution.

Before the Judge passed sentence on Holyoake—  
the jury having soon returned a verdict of Guilty—  
he had George Adams brought into the dock. George 
Adams had been Holyoako’s host at Cheltenham. 
When his guest was arrested he put his guest’s 
paper, the Oracle of Reason in his window and sold it. 
For that he was prosecuted for “ blasphemy ” and 
found Guilty. In sentencing him to ono month’s 
imprisonment, as a sort of accidental culprit, Mr. 
Justice Erskine said: “  Although by the law of this 
country every man has a right to express his senti
ments in decent language, he has no business to 
make use of such shocking language as this ”—  
meaning the language in the publication. Immedi
ately afterwards, in sentencing Holyoake to six 
months’ imprisonment, his lordship said it was not 
to “ protect the character of the Almighty ” but to 
“ protect the people from such indecent language,” 
and “ if the words had been written for deliberate 
circulation ” ho should have passed a “ severer 
sentence.” His lordship also referred to the Oracle 
of Reason. “  If you had been convicted,” he said, 
“ as the author of that paper which the last man 
Adams has been convicted of publishing, my sentence 
must have been very severe. But, although the 
name is the same, there is no evidence of it.”

I shall deal with the Oracle of Reason matter pre
sently. For the moment I wish the reador to note 
that the Judge kept on applying the word “ indecent ” 
to Holyoake's language. The word occurs several 
times in his summing-up, as well as in his interrup
tions of the prisoner’s defence. Now it is curious 
that Mr. McCabe, while allowing that decency is “ a 
vague word,” contends that indecency “ has but ono 
meaning.” He seems incapable of being accurate., 
oven incidentally, on this topic. “ Decency ’ ’ and 
“  indecency ” have many meanings— as many mean
ings as Mr. McCabe’s “ scurrilous.” And the Holyoako 
trial alone should be a warning to the Rationalist 
spokesman against damning Freethinkers with adjec
tives. At present his method of criticism places him 
in the company of Air. Justice Erskine, Mr. Justice 
North, and Mr. Justice Phillimoro.

Now let me ask the reader to go back to the quo
tation from Air. McCabe at the beginning of this 
article. I think I have proved— I say proved— that 
every statement and suggestion of that gentleman’s 
is contradicted by the facts. The plain truth is that 
Holyoake was prosecuted, tried, found guilty, and 
sentenced to imprisonment like every other “ blas
phemer” in the Freethought martyrology. His ca30 
was not unique. It was not even exceptional. It 
did not contain one element of singularity. I have 
read the “ blasphemy ” trials of the last century, 
and I know what I am talking about.

It is ridiculous to talk about Holyoake as the 
“ last ” prisoner for anything. Freethinkers were 
imprisoned before him ; Freethinkers were im

prisoned after him. I am not referring to my own 
case. I am referring to his contemporaries and 
colleagues.

Holyoake’s case has been pushed out of perspec
tive. It had not the special importance that Mr- 
McCabe attributes to it. This can best be show n  
by a brief account of the struggle in which Holyoake 
came to grief. ,

The storm-centre was the Oracle of Reason. _ 1* 
was started by Charles Southwell, with the assist
ance of Holyoake and a few others; and it was 
about as “ warm ” a paper as I ever came across. 
The fourth number contained a startling article on 
“ The Jew Book.” It throws what Harry Boulter 
said of the Bible at Highbury Corner entirely into 
the shade. It was published at Bristol, and there 
Southwell was arrested on November 27, 1841. 3 lS 
trial for “ blasphemy” took place on January 1 *> 
1842. I cannot go into it here. Suffice it to say 
that, after a bold and brilliant defence— much finer 
than Holyoake’s, in my judgment— Southwell was 
found Guilty (of course!) and the Judge, Sir 
Charles Wetherall, Recorder of Bristol, who had 
exhausted the vocabulary of offensive epithets in 
charging the jury, sentenced him to twelve months 
imprisonment and a fine of ¡£100, and to be further 
imprisoned until the fine was paid.

Southwell being under lock and key, Holyoake 
took up the editorship of the paper. He in turn 
became a victim of the Blasphemy Laws. He was 
not prosecuted on account of the paper, but it was 
referred to, and denounced as shocking, by the 
Judge who sentenced him. Ilolyoake was followed 
by other brave spirits. The Oracle of Reason 
went on. Thomas Paterson next edited the 
paper, and got three months’ for exhibiting profane 
placards. When released, he went to Edinburgh 
and sold the paper there with other “ blasphemous 
publications. He was prosecuted again at Efim- 
burgh and sentenced to fifteen months’ imprison
ment. The Scottish capital being now the place ot 
danger, the heroic Alatilda Roalfe went from London 
to Edinburgh to uphold the right of free publication' 
She opened a shop and sold the Age of Reason and 
the Oracle of Reason. Her reward was two months 
imprisonment. She was sentenced on January 24» 
1844. Immediately she was liberated she continued 
the sale of the prosecuted publications. I hav® 
before mo the pamphlet, Law-Breaking Justifief ’ 
which she published as “ late prisoner in Calton J®*1' 
Edinburgh.” The jail doors had only just close 
behind her, but her pamphlet is full of courage aS 
well as intelligence. She was a superior woman ijj 
every way, and some of her sex may be glad to red 
the proud words with which she concluded. No on 
honors good women, or brave women, more than 
do; and I have great pleasure in rescuing the00 
noble sentences from oblivion :—

“ Authority may do its host, or its worst— it 
again legally rob— it may again rovilo, and impri00^  
and torture, but to silence it must murder mo. T b 0 a ( 
which forbids the publication of hotorodoxy shall no?0 
bo obeyed by mo. I will publish irreligious opinion^ , 
the consequoncos to myself what they may. If condu^ 
so just is unlawful, so much the worse for tho law. 
is no fault of mine if proper conduct is not lawful c0 
duct. And this I  know, if tho many odious laws euact® 
by tyrants, as necessary props for their cnorffl0 
schemes of oppression, are not resisted, they novor W 
be brought into tho contempt thoy so richly merit.’

Is it not an insult to that brave woman to ca^ 
someone, who was imprisoned a year and a half bef01, 
she was, the “ last to suffer for Atheism, or disbeb®. 
in Christianity, in this country ” ? Mr. McCabe 
reply that “ this country” means England, and tba 
Edinburgh is in Scotland ; but that would be an 
worthy quibble, for Matilda Roalfe suffered in tjV 
battle over Holyoako’s own paper. Moreover» t  ̂
three months’ imprisonment of Thomas Paterson» a 
any rate, took place in England after Holy0ak?-g 
He was sentenced on January 27, 1843, so that %  
punishment continued nearly two months and a « 
after Holyoake’s release. And it is to be remember
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that Paterson was editing the Oracle of Reason while 
Southwell and Holyoake were lying in jail.
“ So much for the fabulous Holyoake tradition. I 
have long wanted to do this bit of iconoclasm, and I 
have done it on the plain challenge of Holyoake’s 
flatterers. I honor him as much as they do— per
haps more so. I derive no sort of advantage from 
his reputation; yet I am prepared to defend it, at 
^ y  time, against unjust attack. "What I will not 
A°) and cannot do, is to join in erecting his tomb
stone, and writing his epitaph, over the mound 
which marks the graves of his fellow-martyrs. And 
ln refusing to connive at a solitary, and therefore 
false, memorial to his honor, I am conscious of doing 
a service, instead of an injury, to the great cause of 
^reethought. For the facts are far more creditable 
t° ns than the fable. W e had not one, but many, 
hrave soldiers of liberty in those old days of storm 
and stress; men— ay, and women— who turned a 
face of disdain to the insults of their Christian 
Persecutors, and a face of contempt to the superfine 
•freethinkers who never understood, and probably 
a'd not want to understand, that the only effective 
Way of fighting the battle of freedom is to answer 
every challenge of its enemies.

There is not space available this week to deal with 
i. 6 second imprisonment which is referred to in the 
t'tle of my article. That imprisonment was my own, 
j*nd that of my co-defendants, in 1883. It is my 
pty  to expose Mr. McCabe’s shocking misrepresen
tations of our case. I shall do it, and do it tho- 
r°°ghly, next week. G. w _ Foote>

Correspondence.
-------•-------

the discovery of chloroform.
g TO THE EDITOR OF “  THE FREETHINKER.”

on0 of your ‘ ‘ Acid Drops,” on p. 103 of the 
(]î W er, it is stated that Sir James Simpson was the 
faet°Verer cflf°rc|form- This is not exactly the case. The 
Earf a*0 tfles0 :— Chloroform was discovered about 1820. 

y m the year 1831, Samuel Guthrio, of Brimfield, 
us°tts, who was then residing in Sacketts Harbor, 

iead k ^ a te , in consequenco of a statement that ho had 
asef i • alcoholic solution of this chloric ether was
toeth I0 rneflleine as a diffusible stimulant, devised an easy 
&rti i Preparing it. This being done, he wrote an
Eth° e’,,wkich he entitled, “ A Spirituous Solution of Chloric 
,/0, ,ec’ and forwarded it to the editor of the American 
Oct b ^ c ênce and -Art, in which it was published in
aiv the samo year. A few months later, in Janu-
(¡tat' Soubeiran published a paper in a French journal, 
flistih^i^0 d!scovered this method in 1931, and to the 
fflckl • produced, ho had given the name of
aCc ° rfc ether. Liebig also disputed its claims. Ilis  
Outl • ,Was published in November, 1831— six months after 
n , * 10 8 manuscript was in the publisher’s hands, and one 
t0 ^ 1 after its publication. Guthrio certainly was the first 

Alth ^ the account of the discovery. 
extetli 0ufl'1 Its narcotising properties wero known, to some 
cone •’ n°  one who used it at that time seems to havo 
IVeseive1 the idea of fully testing its properties. In 1831, 
actual . Newhaven, treated a case of difficult respiration by 
Siln7 lrjhalation of the vapor, and published the facts in 
i ’° t £ , aw’s Journal in January, 1832. Four years lator, Dr. 
of r °t Liverpool, proscribed it in hysteria, and Tuson, 
w  employed it in the treatment of cancer and

fouD(j this time, Jacob Bell, a chemist and druggist, and a
publisi1 the Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain,
'nW a t ' a. RU8ocsti°n that chloric other should be used for 
about M°-tl instead of sulphuric ether, to the uso of which, 
Jacob R ono or t wo deaths had been attributed, but
practic G 8 suggestion was apparently never put into 
Was v- . tu October, 1847, Waldie, a chemist of Liverpool, 
Sitopso‘ *n® Edinburgh, and in conversation with Professor 
ansoath t’- BUSSested to him the use of chloroform as an 
rotUrn t l1? ’. Pr0£uising to mako and send him some on his 

It a 0 118 homo in Liverpool.
first int ° V S îavo ^ een *n ^ a t  ci‘ y ^ ia* ^he drug was 
^edicio i Uced> and probably first used in England as a 
'Vas bro**1 agcHt. Waldio states that in 1838, a prescription 
held thQU” it‘- 4o *ho Apothecaries’ Hall, Liverpool, where ho 
^i08crint^OŜ *On mana3er- One of tho ingredients of the 

P ion was chloric ether. Tho preparation was, at

that time, apparently unknown in this country, for Dr. 
Brett, the chemist of the company, specially prepared some 
from the formula he found in the United States Dispensatory. 
Its properties pleased some of the medical men, particularly 
Dr. Formby, by whom it was introduced into local practice. 
Waldie, finding that the preparation was not uniform in 
strength, improved the process by separating and purifying 
the chloroform and dissolving it in pure spirit, by which a 
product of sweet flavor was obtained.

There seems little doubt that Waldie was the first to 
suggest the use of chloroform, as an anaesthetic, to Professor 
Simpson, who at once resolved to try it, by experimenting 
on himself and his assistants. H e made the first experiment 
in his own house on November 4, 1847.

On November 10, 1847, Simpson communicated his dis
covery to the Medico-Chirurgical Society of Edinburgh in a 
paper entitled, “  Notice of a New Anaesthetic Agent as a 
Substitute for Sulphuric Ether.”  A day or two afterwards, 
an arrangement was made with Simpson to administer the 
new anaesthetic to a patient, who was about to be operated 
upon, but, owing to some cause or another, Simpson was 
unable to be present at tho operation. The patient died at 
the first incision of the knife. This saved the reputation of 
chloroform at the outset.

On November 15, chloroform was used for the first time in 
a surgical operation in the Edinburgh Royal. Infirmary. 
Three patients were operated upon with complete success 
under its influence. Since then, all sorts of operations have 
been carried out. It has progressed by leaps and bounds.

To Simpson, there is no doubt, belongs the merit of having 
made anaesthesia triumph over all the opposition which was 
at first actively offered to its use. H e was a great bene
factor to his species.

Truth compels us to do justice to the pioneers, who are, 
after all, the real workers, in the discovery of chloroform, as 
well as in the other walks of life ; who have left the world 
richer than thoy found it. Doctors of Medicine as well as of 
Divinity are apt to overlook details of this kind in their 
hurry to impress people with the great burden of knowledge 
they carry, thus fostering delusions.

W . P. Adamson (Chemist).

“ SC U R R IL IT Y .”
TO THE EDITOR OF “  THE FREETHINKER.”

Sir,— I am loth to believe any body of Freethinkers incon
sistent, but in the absence of a clear, authoritative statement 
of the precise boundaries of the term “ scurrilous,” the 
Rationalists appear to me, as a plain man, to merit that 
charge. In the current number of the Literary Guide Sir 
Leslie Stephen’s “ anxiety lest certain writers belonging to 
the militant school should bring the cause [of Freethought] 
into disrepute ” is referred to approvingly. One of these 
writers, apparently, was Thomas Paine, to whom Sir Leslie, 
then Mr. Loslio Stephen, once referred as a 11 disreputable 
old wretch,” whoso “ ignorance was vast ” and “ language 
brutal,” but whose volume of antiquated “ scurrility ” entitled 
the Age o f  Reason is, I  see, reprinted and published by the 
Rationalists. I  have not seen this edition, but hope that its 
coarser foaturos have been eliminated by the samo gentleman 
who so ably edited a volume of Ingersoll for tho same estab
lishment.

Again, I think it is extremely doubtful whether an 
ordinary jury could bo trusted to see tho great difference 
betweon Mr. Boulter’s “ vulgar ” allusions to tho lady friends 
of Jesus and tho suggestion of abnormal conduct on the part 
of Jesus which Mr. J. M. Robertson founds upon John xiii. 23 
in pp. 108 and 322 of his Christianity and Mythology 
“ issued for tho Rationalist Press Association, L td .”

F. A. Davies.

The “ Blasphemy ” Defence Fund.

II. Voigt, 2s. 6 d .; Henry Spence, jCI Is .; G. West, 2s. Gd,; 
W . H . Deakin, £2 .

Per Miss Vance : — H . Quixley, I s . ; V. Roger, I s . ; R. B. 
Fowler, 5 s . ; R. B. Harrison, Is.

Obituary.
—  ■ ♦

I have to record tho death of Mr. W m . P. Scott, which 
took place at Edinburgh on February 1G, at tho ago of sixty- 
two. Ho was a member of tho Edinburgh Branch, and for 
forty yoars was well known as a firm and enorgetic Free
thinker. For somo weeks before his death he was looking 
forward towards tho lGth of February, and the pleasure of 
visiting Glasgow to hear Mr. G. W . Footo. Mr. Scott's wish 
was that a Secular Burial Service should be read over his 
grave. This was not attended to— a minister was there. 
— N. L .
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SUNDAY LECTURE NOTICES, etc.

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

LONDON.
W est H am B ranch N. S. S. (Workman’s Hall, Komford-road, 

Stratford): 7.30, J. T . Lloyd, “ Dreams and Ghosts.” Selections 
by the Band before lecture. Wednesday, March 11, at 7, Concert 
and Dance.

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) : 6.30, a Lecture. 

— Club, 12 Hill-square : 3, Discussion Class. Thursday, March 5, 
at 8.20, a Reading from Ingersoll.

F ailsworth (Secular Sunday School, Pole-lane) : 6.30, Concert 
by the Oldham Friends’ Adult School Handbell Ringers.

Glasgow (Hall, 110 Brunswick-street): C. Cohen, 12 noon, 
“ Blasphemy Legal and Moral” ; 6.30, “ The Truth about 
Atheism : A  Statement and a Defence.”

M anchester B banch N . S. S. (Secular Hall, Rusholme-road);
6.30, M. Baritz (S .P.G .B.), “  Some Political Frauds.”

W est Stanley B ranch N. S. S. (I. L . P. Institute) : 3, Business 
— Consideration of Annual Social.

Outdoor.
L iverpool B ranch N. S. S. (Victoria Statue, Lime-street): 7, 

H . Wisliart, “  Christ’s Morality Unsound.”

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

IS, I BKLIEV3C,

THE BEST BOOK
ON this subject.

Superfine Large-paper Edition, 176 page!, with Portrait and Auto
graph, bound in cloth, gilt-lettered, poit free It. a copy.

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

A POPULAR EDITION IN PAPER COVERS.
A copy of this edition poet froe for 2d. A dozen copies, for dis

tribution, post free for one shilling.
The National Reformer of September 4, 1892, says: "  Mr.

Holmes's pamphlet........is an almost unexceptional statement
of the Neo-Malthusianism theory and practice........and through
out appeals to moral foeliDg........The snooial value of Mr.
Holmes’s service 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 for family 
limitation, with a plain aooount of the means by whioh it can be 
secured, and an offer to all oonoerned of the requisites at the 
lowest possible prioes.”

The Connoil of the Malthusian League, Dr. Drysdalo, Dr. 
Ailbutt, and others, have Riso apoken of it In very high terms. 

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

T h w a ite s ’ Liver* Pills.
The Best Family Medicine in the World.

W ill cure Liver, Kidney, and all Stomach Diseases effectually.
Good or Heart Troubles and Cardiao Complaints, Female 

Ailments, Amemia.
Is. lfd. and 2s. 9d. per Box.

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

2, Church How, Stockton-on-Tees, and 
24, Linthorpe Hoad, Middlesbrough. 

T H W A IT E S ’ LIVE R  PILLS are not Sugar-coated or got up to 
deceive, nor factory made, but are made from Herbs by a Herbalist 
of nearly 40 years’ experience in curing disease with Herbs and 

preparations from them.

Take a Road of 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 Newcastle-street, Farringdon-street, E.Q.

THE BOOK OF GOD
IK THE LIGHT OF THE HIGHER CRITICISM, 

By G . W . F O O T E .

“  I have read with great pleasure your Book oj God. You have 
shown with perfect clearness the absurdity of Dean Farrar s 
position I congratulate you on your book. It will do groat good, 
because it is filled with the host of sense expressed with force a»d 
beauty."— Colonel I ngersoll.

“ A volume we strongly recommend.........Ought to be in *ie
hands of every earnest and sincere inquirer."— Reynolds’t Sets*'
paper.

Bound in Stout Paper Covers- - - ■ 1 /-
Bound in Good C l o t h ..............................2 /-

FLOWERS of FREETH0UGHT
By G. W . FOOTE.

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

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

Contains scores of entertaining and informing Essays an'1 
Articles on a great variety of Froethonght topics.

THE

MARTYRDOM OF HYPATIA!
OR, THE

DEATH OF THE CLASSICAL WORLD.

An Address delivered at Chicago by

M. M. M ÄNGÄSÄRIÄN.

Will be forwarded, post free, for

THREE HALFPENCE.
TnK P ioneer P ress. 2 Newoastlo-stroot, Farringdon-street, E-C

Colonel Ingersoll’s Last Lecture.

WHAT IS RELIGION?
An Address delivered before tho American Freo Rcligi°uS 

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 Adva*1' 
tage of the Helplessness of Childhood to SoW 

in the Brain the Seeds of Error.”

A Four-page Tract for Distribution. 6d. per 100, post f|C 
Stamped envelope for Specimen Copy, from the 

N. S. S. SECRETARY, 2 NEW CASTLE STREET, E-C'
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T H E  S E C U L A R  S O C I E T Y ,
(LIM ITED)

Company Limited b% Guarantee:
Begietered Office—2 NEWCASTLE STREET, LONDON, E.O. 

Chairman of Board of Director1—Mss. G. W. FOOTE, 
Beeretary—E. M. VANCE (Miss),

loaniS« ely WBB Iormsa in 1898 So afford legal security to the 
l 1™ "  and application of funds for Secular purposes.

Ofcj. j emorfindum of Association sets forth that the Society's 
•— 'Po promote the principle that human conduct 

Htur i 1 ?)aEe8 upon natural knowledge, and not upon super- 
8"d 0? h *0*’ and *^at human welfare in this world is the proper 

_ 1 thought and action. To promote freedom of inquiry. 
Pletn °mots nniveraal Secular Education. To promote the com- 
lSwj ]S®°®Iari8ation of the State, etc., etc. And to do all such 
bold *™n8a as are conducive to such objeots. Also to have, 
°tbe rece’V8’ nnd retain any sums of money paid, given, devised, 
lha i neE|thed by any person, and to employ the same for any of 

Th iP0sea °* Society.
•bonisAbility ° f  members is limited to £1, in case the Booiety 
'W 'fi6v®r he wound up and the assets were insufficient to cover 

Pities— a most unlikely oontingenoy.
Peaii ers Pay Bn entranoe fee of ten shillings, and a subsequent 

j  ‘T subscription of five shillings.
|9t 06 Society has a considerable number of mombers, but a much 
gain nuKhor is desirable, and it is hoped that some will be 
It nj d am°agst those who read this announcement. All who join 
it, *P®te in the oontrol of its business and the trusteeship of 
t .| !® Qrc83. It is expressly provided in the Articles of Assooia- 
t le n j no member, as suoh, shall derive any sort of profit from 

« « 7 .  either by way of dividend, bonus, or interest, or in 
whatever.

Di(e ® Society’s affairs are managed by an eleoted Board of 
t<?eiy 0rs’ consiating of not less than five and not more than 
-___8 members, one-third of whom retire (by ballot) each year,

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

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

The Society’s solicitors are MessrB. Harper and Battoock 23 
Rood-lane, Fenchurch-street, London, E .O .

A Form of Beguett.— The following is a snffioient fc-rm of 
bequest for insertion in the wills of testators:— “ I give and
“ bequeath to the Secular Society, Limited, the sum of £ ------
"  froe from Legacy Duty, and I direct that a receipt signed by 
"tw o members of the Board of the said Society and the Secretary 
"thereof shall be a good discharge to my Executors for the 
"  said Legacy.”

Friends of the Sooiety who have remembered it in their wills, 
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 strictly confidential. This is not necessary, 
but it is advisable, as wills sometimes get lost or mislaid, and 
their oontents have to be established by competent testimony.

IN-
and 

6d. ;

4 WORKS BY
s e i s m  a n d  m o r a l i t y  2d., post id .
Bi;E HANDBOOK FOR FR EE TH IN K E R S AND  

ha i IN ®  CHRISTIANS. A  new edition, revised 
“andsomely printed. Cheap edition, paper cover, Is. 
olo‘h 2s .6 d .,p o st2 id .

EE ROMANCES. Popular edition, with Portrait, paper 
Post 2jaBt Superior edition (1G0 pages), cloth 2s.,

^ » K A O T T Y  AND PROGRESS. Second and cheaper 
union. Recommended by Mr. Robort Blatchford in God 
m  My Neighbor. Id., post id.

E lSTlA N iTY AND SECULARISM . Four Nights’ Public 
spate with the Rev. Dr. James McCann. Paper, Is. : 

oloth is. 6d., post 2d.

ErtEs OF CH RISTIANITY, 
g Vfin to standard authorities.

G. W . FOOTE.

judged by 

8d., post Id.

Hundreds of references are
----------- No pains have been spared to

t the work a complete, trustworthy, final, unanswerable 
p, uiotment of Christianity. The Tree is judged by its 
*ruit. Cloth (214 pp.), 2s. 6d., post 3d.

"“ IE SERMONS AND OTHER FAN TASIAS.

of GOD. Containing all the passages in the works
j. Darwin boaring on the subject of religion. 6d., post Id.

EENCE OF FREE SPEECH. 
mnry before Lord Coleridge, 

ryt, any Footnotes. 4d., post Id.
PPING TH E D EVIL

pE0\umanCea' 2d-’ poat 4<i’
OF FREETH OU GH T.

(¡Opj 1 Second Series, cloth 2s. 6d., post 3d.
TH E KING. An English Republican’s Coronation 

Halt  2d- i a .
u OF gCIENCE LIBErj CASE, with Full and True 

t ^ - n t  of the “  Leeds Orgies.” 3d., post Id.

Three hours' Address to the 
With Special Preface and

and Other Froe Church Per-

First Series, cloth, 2s. Gd.

b.i ~  H EATH -BEDS. Second edition, much enlarged. 
) J 8<1-> Post Id. ~ - - - - - - -  ~Superfine paper in cloth, Is. 3d., post ljd .
tg y0RVlEW  W IT H  TH E D E V IL . 2d., post id.

Aw AEi SM SOUND? Four Nights’ Public Debate with 
16 Eesant. Is., post l j d . ; cloth, 2s., post 2Jd.

F ? n 2 ELlSM  D EFEN DED  AGAINST ARCHDEACON  
2d., post id.

^  ^ °R L E Y  AS A FR EE TH IN K E R . 2d., post id.

8 T °  TH E CLEKG Y- <128 PP-)- ls -  P°at 2d- 
Ltjj J ^ 8 T°  JESUS CHRIST. 4d., post id.

vert«sFi VE CHAPTERS ; or, Hugh Price Hughos’ Con 
Mlta a “ theist. Id., post id.

2d EESANT'S THEOSOPHY. A Candid Critioism. ’ Post id.

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

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

PHILOSOPHY OF SECULARISM . 3d., post id.
REM INISCENCES OF CHARLES BRAD LAU GH . 6d., 

post Id.
ROME OR A TH E ISM ? The Great Alternative. 3d., post Id.
ROYAL PAUPERS. Showing what Royalty does for tho 

Peoplo and what the People do for Royalty. 2d., post id.
SALVATION S Y R U P ; or, Light on Darkest England. A 

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

Besant. 2d., post id.
TH E BOOK OF GOD, in the Light of the Higher Criticism, 

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

TH E 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, l s . ; bound in cloth, 
ls. Gd., post lid .

TH E BIBLE GOD. 2d., post id.
TH E ATH EIST SHOEMAKER and the Rev. Hugh Price 

Hughes. Id., post id.
TH E IMPOSSIBLE CREED. An Open Letter to Bishop 

Magee on the Sermon on tho Mount. 2d., post tld.
TH E SIGN OF TH E CROSS. A Candid Criticism of Mr. 

Wilson Barret’s Play. Gd., post lid .
TH E DYING  ATH EIST. A Story. Id., post id.
TH EISM  OR A TH E ISM ? 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 lid .

TH E N E W  CAGLIOSTRO. An Open Letter to Madame 
Blavatsky. 2d., post id.

TH E JEW ISH  LIFE  OF CHRIST. Being the Sephcr 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.

TH E PASSING OF JESUS. Tho Last Adventures of the 
First Messiah. 2d., post id.

W AS JESUS INSANE ? A Searching Inquiry into tho Mental 
Condition of the Prophet of Nazareth. Id., post id.

W H AT IS AGNOSTICISM? With Observations on Huxley, 
Bradlaugh, and Ingersoll, and a Reply to George Jacob 
Holyoake ; also a Defence of Atheism. 3d., post id.

W HO W AS TH E FATH ER  OF JESUS ? 2d., post id.
W IL L  CHRIST SAVE U S ? 6d.. post Id.

The Pioneer Press, 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 2$, 1883.
W ith Special Preface and many Footnotes.

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.C.

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

FROM FICTION TO FACT-
By F. BONTE.

(.ISSUED B Y  THE SECULAR 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  OF 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,

Printed and Published by Tni Faiiincoani Publishing Co., Limited, 3 Newcantlo-etrcot, Fsrringdon street, London, E  ^


