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Views and Opinions

Christianity and T o-d ay
up1" Hisiiqp of K ensington has hecn dealing with the 
je r°blem of Suffering ” —that is, the religious prob- 

of reconciling the belief in a God of goodness with 
js e w°rld as science and common-sense knows it. As 
liL."SUâ  ' u such cases lie leaves the subject worse than 
C ' ,ln(hs it. Also, as usual, his chief trouble is a pro- 

sSiQnal one. He has discovered that

during the past twenty-five years enormous numbers 
"• people have left organized religion because of their 
a,‘ine to reconcile suffering with the love of God.

Tl e " ’ay of the preacher is crooked, for even in stating 
r ,c! ° ' ,vious fact that numerous people have given up 
a h'on, he lias to present it as though it were merely 

° f  dissatisfaction with the Churches. We are 
iclieve that people are still very religious, but do 

Church doctrines; whereas the question of re- 
‘"eiling a belief in the existence of a good god with 

( 0 World as it is, and as it always has been, is not a 
’estion of organized or unorganized religion, it is a 

<("estion of Theism versus Atheism, and the loss of 
"uorinous numbers of people ”  marks an exodus in 

direction of Atheism.
n any case the grounds of the Bishop’s concern is

"'hat trade consideration. It is thej - onc may call a 
shr'Lnt- a s'1°I ,̂ ecI)er when he finds his business 
^ r>iiking, and decides to change the quality or the 

araeter of the goods he offers for sale. No one can 
*" fault with the tradesmen for so doing, one even 
‘"gratulatcs him on his alertness. But the Bishop, 

]. ’<n soul, has a difficulty that does not meet the shop- 
w'eper. The latter can change the quality and ebar- 

er of fiis wares if he will, and when he will. His 
’ L' aim is to stock goods that meet the needs of his 

j.1 . oiiiers. But the Bishop is hawking a revealed re- 
•bon, hts stock is made up of goods that, honestly, 
1 '"its of little change. The most lie can do is to get 

labels printed, with a slightly different wording, 
"• trust that his customers will have so little judg- 
"'"t as not to realize what has been done.

This is the major difficulty that must always face a 
revealed religion. A religion that man discovers for 
himself may always be modified, until it is at last 
modified out of existence. Man is frankly trying to 
understand the world in which he is living, and his 
understanding must be determined by his knowledge. 
He may modify his opinions, or reject them altogether 
because he never laid claim to infallibility. To re
turn to our metaphor, the tradesman may honestly 
change his stock because he aims at suiting his custo
mers. The Church, as the custodian of a revealed re
ligion, is compelled to find customers to suit its wares. 
And its only way to-day is to breed them. That is 
why the Churches are alive to the fact that if they miss 
the child they will never secure the adult. Adoles
cence and maturity do not always bring wisdom, but 
they do usually bring a more lively awareness to facts 
and a greater capacity for testing theory by experi
ence.

#  *  *

R elig ion  and L ife
There is a certain logic about religion in its primi

tive stages that is quite absent from religion as it 
exists in sophisticated times. When primitive man 
persuaded himself that the world was dominated by all 
sorts of “  spiritual ”  powers he was not fool enough to 
shut his eyes to obvious facts. He did not say gods 
were all good, neither did he say they were all bad. 
His beliefs were born of his experience and, wrong as 
his beliefs were, they were not patent absurdities. He 
did not when lie found himself, or others, attacked by 
disease, or had to face some natural catastrophe, fall 
on his knees and praise God for his goodness; he did 
not say that an earthquake was sent by his gcxls in 
order to improve his character. Primitive man was 
wrong in lfis conclusions, but he was neither essenti
ally a fool nor a knave. He promptly divided, with a 
rough but justifiable logic, his gods into good gods 
and bad gods, and he was more on his guard concern
ing the bad ones than he was fearful of the good ones. 
If we are to have gods, that appears the more reason
able view for men to hold, for in its relation to us 
nature does present a pleasant and an unpleasant as
pect, a friendly and an unfriendly attitude; and if gods 
do express themselves in nature they are obviously ol 
all kinds and qualities.

Christianity offers no real departure from this primi
tive conclusion. It tried to get, religiously, all the 
logical advantages of primitivism, and at the same time 
to evade the disadvantage that arose from the clash of 
early beliefs with later knowledge and a more civilized 
sentiment, It adopted one aspect of the Zoroastrian 
plan, but with small intellectuality in its expression. 
The Church had a God whom it proclaimed good, and 
it laid the responsibility for evil on his rival, the Devil. 
Each of these potentates had his retinue of lesser 
spirits, but in analysis the devil was the more respect
able of the two chiefs. His purpose was plain, and he
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paid cash for the worship offered. The other had a 
system of deferred payment, and no one could ever be 
certain that the cheques were honoured when pre
sented, or even if they ever were presented.

The time came when devils went out of fashion, but 
their existence is still guaranteed by the whole history 
of Christianity, and one might easily trace the growth 
of unbelief in God in terms of the decay of the belief 
in the activity of devils. In this direction religion 
ran true to form. 1 think it was Aristotle who said 
that pain taught man philosophy. There is truth in 
this inasmuch as one may safely assume that it was the 
unpleasant side of life, the undesirable accidents of 
life, that at least gave point to the enquiry “  W hy?”  
for which science in due course substituted the more 
relevant “  How? ”  And with the decay of belief in 
Satan the full responsibility for the pain and evil and 
injustice in the world became God’s. The Devil was 
God’s scapegoat so long as people believed in his ex
istence. When circumstances made a personal devil 
impossible a new situation was created. For the 
Christian who set the Devil on one side there was only 
one “  spiritual ”  potentate left—God. If lie was the 
only one to be worshipped, he was the only one on 
whose shoulders responsibility could be placed. The 
world was of his making; not merely the shaping, but 
the making of the material of it. He became respon
sible for it in essence as well as in form. The excuse 
that God gave man “  Free-will,”  and so left him to 
choose go(xl or evil is not even an excuse—it is a plain 
absurdity, invented to rationalize an impossibility. 
Man was made by God. He was what he was because 
God had made him as he is. This, of course, is not 
science, but it is good, sound Christian theology. No 
man “  chooses ”  the course that is the less attractive 
to him. In any situation he takes that which offers 
the greater attraction, and if God had made man 
different he would have behaved differently. Man has 
a right to say to God, “  I am as you made me. If you 
had not made me what I am I should not have acted as 
I did.”  I agree with Winwood Reade that if there be 
a day of judgment it will not be the place of man to 
sue for mercy; his place will be that of an accuser 
charging his creator with gross carelessness or deliber
ate brutality. If God made man, the responsibilities 
are all on the side of God. I f God wished man to be 
different from what he is, he should have made him 
different. Paul justifies the brutality of God by say
ing the potter has power over his pots; he makes one 
vessel to honour and another to dishonour. Well and 
good, but not even the potter has the right to blame 
his pots for their not being better than he made them. 
And no potter, however clumsy his workmanship, 
would dream of blaming the pots for their being as he 
left them.

*  *  *

Looking at L ife
The Bishop agrees that “  there is no problem for 

the Atheist.”  This is a curious admission to make.

» is

deal as well and as thoroughly as does the Chus 1 
There is no branch of life, no situation connectée w* 
life, whether in politics, literature, science, art, s°c1^  
logy, commerce, sport, or travel, with " 'Jncl 1 
Atheist cannot deal as successfully as a Christian. ^  
in all these things they both have the same met 
of dealing with them. In the scientific labor«1 
the Christian can do as good work as the Athcisb^^ 
long as he leaves his religion on the doorstep- 
same is true of all the other branches of life " ’e 1 
mentioned. j.je

The problems of life—the necessary problems o 
—touch each alike, and may be dealt with by a c° 
mon method. God need not enter into them, aîU.’)t0 
the work is properly done, God does not enter ' 
them. . . j

Why then does the Bishop of Kensington admit t 
the Atheist, as such, has no “  problem of suffering 
He sees suffering, he suffers in person, and he _ 
what he may to prevent or to lighten suffering? 
then is he not faced with a “ problem of suffering  ̂
Why, then, does the Atheist get through life as " e ‘ 
the Christian? How comes it that he is not °j'^  
able to explain the nature of suffering, and to do "  ‘ 
he can to alleviate it, but has no problem of sufiei 
such as faces the Christian ?

The answer, of course, is that the “  Problem 
one that arises out of the Christian theory of thing 
It has no existence outside a religious theory of thing- j 
The Christian, after positing a wholly unsciend 
theory of nature and man, and when he discov ^ 
this theory gives rise to a “  problem ”  that lias 
real existence, finding *noreover that he cannot exi"‘  ̂
it in terms of his own belief, calmly turns round fj1 
challenges anyone to explain it. The truth is 1 ' 
neither “  good ”  nor “  bad ”  has the slightest rc _̂ 
vanee to nature outside our own standards of g °<K 
bad, desirable or undesirable. We are able to dea 
a growing extent, with those phenomena that are ^  
pleasant to us, and to, here and there, ward off 1 ',, 
asters. But we have no need to account for “  g °0<  ̂
or “  ill ”  in nature, outside sentient existence, ’ 
cause these categories have no being. I may put 
position in the words of Mr. F . C. S. Schiller '. ^

So long as we are dealing with finite factors, *• 
function of pain and the nature of evil can be more 
less understood, but so soon as it is supposed to 1 
play the workings of an infinite power everything 
conies wholly unintelligible. We can no longer c0 
sole ourselves with the hope that “  good becomes 
final goal of ill,”  we can no longer fancy that imiH' 
fcctiou serves any secondary purpose in the econo". 
of the universe. A process by which evil becOi>\ • 
good is unintelligible as the action of a truly iufi"1 
power which can attain its ends without a process; 
is absurd to ascribe imperfection as a secondary 1 , 
suit to a power which can attain all its aims with1" ]
evil. . . . God can have 
cannot be in process.

no purpose and the wor 

Chapman Confié

Id

Once upon a time the usual cry was the Atheist had 
no answer to the problem of evil. Of course he has 
not. Neither has he any answer to tire question of 
what a stick would be like without two ends. But if 
there is no “  problem of evil ”  for an Atheist, what 
conclusion are we to draw therefrom ? In science and 
in life the Atheist is in just the same circumstances as 
those that face the Christian. From the time he rises 
in tire morning until lie goes to bed at night he has ex
actly the same kind of problems with which to deal as 
the Christian has. The Atheist comes into life in the 
same manner as does the Christian; he passes through 
life in the same way; he leaves it in the same manner. 
I11 all the essentials of life the two face the same prob
lems and deal with them in the same way. There is no 
common problem of life with which the Atheist cannot

MAN AND GOD
I.ct loose the lusts, ye Gods, that they may leap 
From leash, and scatter lielter-skelterwise 
Abroad,—your ravening hounds of hell,—to heap 
Our dunghills with their dirt and slobberies :— 
Your dogs of war that snarl and growl and keep 
Their hackles up when naught else justifies 
The fighting fever :—curs that worry sheep 
In wanton sport : that play the part of spies, 
Snuffling with noisome relish round the filth 
Of dust-binned garbage :—mongrel vagabonds 
That lope in loneliness, and lick by stealth, 
bet loose the lusts, ye Gods.

Mankind responds;
Encourages; then, sickened, seeks for h e lp :—
At last embraces Death, that fears no whelp.
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The D ecline of D ickens

I he art of the pen is not to labour with a drop-scene 
,rush, but to rouse the inward vision.—George Meredith.
Nought may endure but mutability.—Shelley.

Dickens’ reputation is not what it was. Young 
j’cople of to-day are not familiar with all his books, 
-wt only with one or two. From being a best-seller 

jlL las become a classic. This position has its (lraw- 
at'ks, for classic writers are as much talked about as 

■(b'U' ^le case Shelley, for example, “  chatter 
a -out Harriet ”  is as prevalent as the reading of his 
hoetiy, IfVen with regard to so august a writer as 
' 'despeare, there is far too much talk of crypoto- 
^ ains-i Really great writers, such as Boccaccio and 

abelais, have two sets of admirers, tire one discerning 
1011 true merits, and the other regarding them as 

Pornographic. It is a chastening thought that the 
j" °st Popular poet of the nineteenth century was> 
<0I'gfellow; the most popular theologian Spurgeon; 

a,nl tlie most popular play, East Lynne.
1>n, lic taste affects the reputations of authors, great 

an<l small, and public taste changes. Our grand- 
j'ar°nts liked Dickens’ humour, but they loved him 
/est "I'cn he wallowed naked in the pathetic. Old 
an<l young, rich and poor, snivelled over the death- 

L'<ls of little Nell and Paul Dombey. It was sheer, 
'"'adulterated sentimentality that the critics and 
general readers applauded most. Macaulay wept

Florence Dombey, Jeffrey spoke of “  the divine 
’ and Thackeray regarded the death of little 

■ml us “  stupendous writing.”  Oeorge Eliot and 
M'skin thought far otherwise. The wind has now 

v°cred 1°  their quarter, and most people would agree 
"itli W. I). Howell, the American critic, when he 
Pronounced the pathos of the Old Curiosity Shop as 
-euig “ preposterously overdone,”  and that fiction is 

" ° w a finer art than in the days of Dickens.
other facets to his genius.

, _____  may be bored by his pathos,
Which so often verges into bathos, but they can laugh 
at Samuel Pecksniff, and enjoy the trial scene in Pick- 
" ,ch, to say nothing of Sam Weller and Mr. Winkle, 
an<l so many of his characters, who are sufficiently 
"'"Porous to have returned their creator to Parliament. 
A ith all his limitations, Dickens was capable of sheer 
■ p'tistry, witness the concluding pages of The Talc of 

r t ' o  Cities, and the episode of Samuel Pecksniff and 
10 E'aves. And his caricatures not only pleased his 

'oaders, but seized the popular imagination. “ Bum- 
A'doni ”  has become a synonym for parochial activity, 

a"d the “  Circumlocution Office ”  for the eternal red- 
*aPe of Bureaucracy. Politicians have been called
Roeksniffian.

Dickens was as fierce a Radical as William Cobbctt, 
""d he was as much of a Crusader as Bernard Shaw. 
1,1 his early manhood he was an Unitarian, and 
ahhough he discarded church attendance in his later 
Vears he never seems to have abandoned his heretical 
Dews. Dickens attended Little Portland Street Uni- 
' arian Church. Even in the broad-minded Unitarian 
fold he was very advanced. Of mission work he was 
"»pressed unfavourably, as evidenced by his writing, 

So Exeter Hall holds us in mortal submission to 
missionaries, who (Livingstone always excepted) are 
Perfect nuisances, and leave every place worse than 
Riey found it.”

Again, when that stalwart Freethinker, Roliert 
Morrell, founded the National Sunday League, 
Dickens was heartily in favour of the movement for 
fight and liberty. He not only helped the League 
With money, but gave readings from his works for its 
benefit. Nor was this a sudden impulse, for Dickens

Luckily, Dickens had 
Present-day readers may

wrote a pamphlet, entitled Sunday Under Three 
Heads, in which he trounced soundly the then Bishop 
of London for his uncivilized views regarding Sunday 
recreation for working people. Indeed, Dickens was 
a hard-shell heretic. He had a very strong aversion 
from dogma, and described himself as “  morally wide 
asunder from Rome,”  while of Puritanism he was an 
uncompromising opponent. Even in the Pickwick 
Papers, the most light-hearted and irresponsible of his 
books, written in early manhood, he lashes religious 
hypocrisy with all the zest of a Moliere. In creating 
the characters of the Rev. Mr. Stiggins and the oily 
Mr. Chadband, Dickens did not pay a compliment to 
the clerical profession, of which he had no great 
opinion.

An amusing instance of the great novelist’s playful
ness with regard to religion was his naming a dummy 
book in his own library, Evidences of Christianity by 
Henry the Eighth. Keen critics have always noticed 
the strong strain of Secularism in Dickens’ writings; 
and Matthew Arnold, in his ever-delightful book, 
Friendship's Garland, pictured himself taking his. 
foreign friend, Arminius, to the House of Commons to 
hear the pious Sir William Harcourt “  develop a sys
tem of unsectarian religion from the life of Mr. Pick
wick.”  It is true that Dickens did write a life of 
Christ primarily intended for his young children, but 
it is so heretical that its author would have been burnt 
alive in the Ages of Faith, and was never published 
during his own lifetime. John Forster, Dickens bio
grapher, says that “  upon essential points he had 
never any sympathy so strong as with the leading doc
trines of the Church of England.”  This is a fine ex
ample of Christian camouflage for even Forster might 
have noticed that Unitarianism and Anglicanism are 
as the poles asunder. Indeed, Unitarianism has been 
described as “ a feather-bed to catch a falling 
Christian.”  Forster did not want to offend Victorian 
susceptibilities, as may be seen in his extraordinary 
reticence in dealing with Dickens’ domestic troubles. 
And we have all learned a great deal since Forster's 
very respectable Life of Dickens first cumbered the 
shelves of the circulating libraries.

Byron, Laurence Sterne, and Bernard Shaw, are 
European writers. With all his genius, Dickens re
mains a Cockney Shakespeare. Much of his work is 
as surely dated as a museum piece. H is most en
during quality is his humanity, which is a thing of 
beauty and a joy for ever. With perfect propriety he 
could have echoed the words of Abou-Ben-Adhem, 
“  Write me as one that loves his fellow men.”  Deep 
down in his heart was the sympathy with the class 
from which he sprang, and which he never deserted.

M im nerm us

LIFE

Crouched low upon that Hill of Void there cringed 
Before the Unknown each separate Vice, life-size : 
While a million lesser meannesses and lies— 
Flesh-pricking, silly parasites—enfringed 
Their greater brethren, clustered o’er them :—singed 
Moths, and pear-drunk wasps and fretful flies.

Far lower down the Virtues, suppliant-wise 
Knelt proud-secure in prayer.

Then there impinged 
Upon that icy nothingness—a Voice,
A shivering breath of counsel, tearing crest 
And stirring the gentler slopes.

“  Not yet rejoice,

I Nor weep. Return again to Earth, and breast 
Labours and struggles—till ye find the best;

And truest Loveliness be your last choice.”
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The B ise and Progress of 
Civilization

T he genesis and development of human culture has 
long exercised the minds of anthropologists. Leading 
representatives of the diffusionist school, such as the 
late Professor Elliot Smith and Dr. Perry traced the 
origin of civilization to the Land of the Nile, from 
which region discovery and invention spread to all 
those regions of the globe where culture has been estab
lished. Now, Lord Raglan has come forth as an icono
clastic evangelist of the diffusionist party who ex
presses even more pronounced views than those cham
pioned by his illustrious predecessors.

In his brief but pregnant booh : ltow Came Civil
ization? (Methuen, 1939), his lordship contends that 
knowledge is absolutely essential for the appearance of 
even a modicum of culture, and this therefore, arose 
among communities far removed from savagery. He 
opines that Asia was the cradle of all superior cultures 
that have ever arisen in the world. The doctrine of 
diffusion, hi! avers, “  merely assumes that prehistoric 
times were not very different from historic times. 
Among the chief features of recorded history are con
quests, migrations, and colonizations which com
pletely transformed the cultures of vast areas. In 
modern times we have the European colonization of 
America, Australia, and South Africa. Earlier we 
have the Roman conquest of Western Europe and the 
Aral) conquests of North Africa. . . . North Africa 
lias been the home of great civilizations, Egyptian, 
Carthaginian, Greek, and Roman, yet there is little in 
its present culture which antedates the Arab con
quest.”

Lord Raglan also notes that in every other invaded 
territory concerning which we 1 ossess adequate infor
mation, the conquerors have more or less submerged 
the original cultures. In the speculative realm, 
Christianity has spread from a single source to many 
climes, while Buddhism was diffused from India to 
China and Japan. Islam again, has spread from 
Arabia to Central Asia, Northern and other African 
areas and as far distant as Java. In much the same 
manner inventions such as electrical contrivances, 
steam-power, printing and gunpowder are now reach
ing all parts of the planet and superseding other 
devices.

Until recent generations, communication, migration 
and transport were entirely dependent upon wheeled 
conveyances and sailing ships. These, apart from 
horse riding, were the only means of transport from 
the twilight of European history until modern modes 
of locomotion had been invented. In addition to these 
methods of travel there has been throughout the ages 
a fairly continuous movement of peoples, followed by 
resettlement, and the newcomers would naturally carry 
their culture with them. Also, it is obvious that the 
disclosures resulting from the excavator’s activities 
indicate a previously unsuspected cultural reciprocity 
between distant regions of the world. Consequently, 
there was not merely interchange of commodities be
tween different peoples, but also the introduction and 
influence of novel sentiments and concepts. There 
is now little doubt that diffusion has played an 
important part in the acquisition and development of 
human culture. As Raglan says, this “  has taken 
place from the earliest times, and is at the present mo
ment going on all around us.”

In our author’s opinion, environmental influence in 
fashioning forms of culture has been immensely ex
aggerated. He urges that, in many instances, what 
superficially appear to be the outcome of environmental 
causes are really nothing more than illustrations of

diffusion, modified 
climatal conditions.

by changed geograpIdeal or

thatLord Raglan avows the pessimistic opinion 
man, instead of being naturally progressive, is P0®1' 
tivcly retrogressive in character. He points to t u- 
once potent, but now departed civilizations of 
Near East, as well as to the ruins of long extinct cu  ̂
ures nearly buried within the wilds of two hemisphere 
in Africa, America, and elsewhere.

How may the inception, advance and decay of these 
defunct cultures lie explained? Raglan dismisses 
the hypothesis that races like individuals have the» 
periods of birth, puberty, maturity, and senile decay- 
He also pours pitiless contempt on the Nordic supersd 
tion. Goths, Vandals, Franks, and Saxons—all 
die it is alleged—destroyed Roman civilization, f } 
preposterous claim that everything of worth in Eat'" 
culture was the product of Rome’s Nordic element is 
equally untruthful. “  So far as we know,”  declare* 
Lord Raglan, ‘ ‘ the Northern races, whether Noh,l 
or not, had no part in the foundations of civilizatioi > 
which were laid in the Nile-Indus region long before 
any speakers of the Aryan languages—and the Norm 
of Europe are all Aryan speakers—entered this regi°” '
It was formerly believed that the civilization of Inc 
was due to Aryan speakers, but it is now known tha 
the civilization of the Indus valley had reached a veD 
high state long before their arrival.”

Indeed, the Teutonic barbarians reduced Westd >’ 
Europe to savagery. Science, medical services a11 
letters were blotted out. The Roman roads, sanitaO 
appliances, and baths fell into disuse in Christian 
Europe, and were forgotten until they were reintro- 
duced from the Moslem East. As Raglan testified • 

Much of the culture of Rome was lost to Westein 
Europe for centuries, and would have been lost alto 
gether had it not been preserved -by the Byzantine* 
ind Arabs. It is hardly an exaggeration to say ulil 
Western Europe was recivilized from Arab Spam-  ̂

But where are the Arabian, Indian, Persian an< 
Chinese civilizations now? It is said that for the pa- 
500 years, these splendid cultures, so far as they sl'f 
vive at all, are mainly dependent on past achievcincn • 
European intervention in their domains was apparent y 
made possible by a decline previously pronounced 111 
those seats of former prowess. In America the saWe 
sad story is recorded, for the Peruvian civilization vea* 
at its height in 800 A.n. and, according to Wissler tha 
of the Mayas two centuries later. Both seem to have 
been decadent at the Spanish invasion.

Many scientists have meditated over the decay that 
is almost universally evident throughout Polynesia- 
■ Metal working, textiles, ceramics, once so common 1,1 
the islands have nearly disappeared. Moreover, Ne' 
Zealand, New Guinea, Africa and Australia all provide’ 
evidences of native deterioration in the arts and craft*- 
Raglan makes a selection from the vast array of re
corded instances which suggest a general, if not uni
versal tendency towards retrogression. From his sur
vey, he concludes that there is not a scrap of reliable 
evidence supporting the optimistic theory of inevitable 
advance, whether among civilized or uncivilized 
stocks. In fact, he argues that any tribal or other 
social aggregate if left entirely to its own devices tend* 
to run down hill. It is even asserted 'that man * 
natural condition is that of unredeemed savagery. To
wards this, we are warningly told, man ever tend* 
“  when he is not checked or forced in the opposite 
direction, by that unexplained, but highly artificial, 
localized, and spasmodic process which we know a* 
the progress of civilization.”

The practically insurmountable restraints imposed 
by tradition and taboo among lowly peoples, among 
whom every innovation is viewed with suspicion and 
dislike, as well as the technical difficulties involved,
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are said to preclude savage discovery and invention. 
Our own culture, in all but its more recent advances 
was derived from the Mediterranean region, while the 
Greeks themselves were materially indebted to the aits 
and crafts and other possessions of Western Asia, 
Crete and Egypt. As to the inceptions of civilization, 
Raglan thinks that science can only surmise, and that 
certainty will, in all probability, prove unattainable, 
whatever our increase in knowledge.

Raglan places the evolution of primitive man from 
some ape-like form at some 500,000 years ago. This 
emergence is assumed to have occurred in Asia, and 
R'e transformation was due “  to some special and 
local stimulus.”  This is claimed to have been capable 
of converting apes into the men of the Old Stone Age, 
while a later localized stimulus urged aboriginal man- 
hind along the road to civilization.

Ford Raglan’s chapter on the Machinery of Diffu- 
is very suggestive. He also deals with the distii- 

bution of the bow, domesticated animals, the plough 
and hoe, while pottery, the mummy and canoe arc also 
reviewed. The vexed cultural problems of Negro 
Africa, and the evidences of the indebtedness of the 
culture of the native races of the New World to the 
Gld, are likewise most suggestively, if provocatively,
discussed.

 ̂With the infallible authority of the Church in 
hatliolic communities, and the sacrosadct Scriptures 
'n tlie Protestant denominations, the orthodox of 1>oth 
Parties during the Reformation regarded all scientific
discoveries as the devices of Satan. Vesalius revealed 
structures in the human body which completely dis
credited received doctrine, and the telescope disclosed 
moons and planets previously unsuspected in the skies. 
After a bitter struggle with theology science was at 
fast released from sacerdotal shackles and, to its philo
sophy and applications, the whole of modern material 
civilization is due. Had natural knowledge been 
Worsted in its conflict with religious obscurantism, 
this vast transformation would have been postponed 
indefinitely, and perhaps prevented altogether. As 
Raglan shrewdly says : “  Before the sixteenth century 
there was no science, and a slightly altered set of cii 
cutnstances might have prevented its rise, and caused 
civilization in Western Europe to follow the same 
course that it did in China and India, that is to say 
t° reach a certain proficiency in literature, the arts 
and the crafts, and then gradually decay.”

T. F . Pai.mer

Scientific H istory and 
Christianity

1.

I\' view of H. G. Wells’ statement, in effect, that the 
demolition of the Judseo-Christian mythology should 
'e one of the major tasks of the scientific historian* it 

has been interesting to see what if anything has been 
done to further that desirable objective.

Probably Secularists who read widely in world-liis- 
t()ry had detected some difference between the treat
ment of Christianity and its effects in English and 
American books of history. Three of each kind are 
before me now. The former vary from neutrality 
(mainly narration of facts) to repetition or paraphrase 

matter to be found in the works of Christian apolo
gists : e.g., that early Christianity was “  the salvation 
°f learning,”  “  gave the world schools,”  and was “  a 
Rceat moral and civilizing force.”  The three Ameri
can books referred to—all written by university pro
fessors bf history—are Botsford’s A Brief History of

the World, Breasted’s Ancient Times (a book much 
used in this country), and Robinson’s Medieval and 
Modern Times.

Attention was drawn to the difference mentioned 
by lighting upon such passages as the following:
“  Almost fiom the beginning the Christians had op
posed the study of the Greek and Latin classes, mainly 
because they were pagan. The scientific works of the 
ancients were especially shunned in the belief that 
they were contrary to Scripture. Through the neg
lect of the Christians, therefore, quite as much as 
through the barbarian invasions, most of the Greek 
and Latin literature was either destroyed or lost ”  
(Botsford) : “  The supremacy of mind and of scien
tific knowledge won by the Greeks in the third cent
ury n.C. yielded to the reign of ignorance and super
stition in the third century A.D.”  (Breasted) : “  The 
libraries and works of art were destroyed or neglected, 
and there was no one to see that they were restored. 
So the Western world fell back into a similar condi
tion to that in which it had been before the Romans 
conquered arid civilized it.”  (Robinson).

Some evidence of these and other statements of like 
tenour appears here and there in the books. But for 
abundant evidence of the intellectual and—taken in a 
wide and rational sense—of the social and moral deteri
oration that accompanied the development of Christ
ianity and the associated ecclesiasticism we turn to 
another American book, viz., Robinson’s Readings in 
European History. This is virtually a world-history 
in the form of original documents; and from it, unless 
otherwise stated, the excerpts quoted and summarized 
in this article are taken.

As regards the intense troubles of the later Roman 
Empire, which were to a considerable extent due to 
the aggressiveness of the Christians, we note the early, 
ominous conception of a universal, totalitarian 
church. This introduces the topic of the sects into 
which Christians soon became divided; though noth
ing is said of the sanguinary struggles between 
them : —

The old enemy of mankind was vanquished and 
overcome at the advent of Christas kingdom. . . .  .So 
he devised new wiles by which he might deceive the 
unwary Christians, under the very name of Christ
ianity itself. . . .  He snatches men from the Church 
herself; and while they think they have drawn near 
the light and have escaped the night of heathenism, 
he easts over them in their ignorance other shades, so 
that they may call themselves Christians. They 
think they have the light, and yet walk in darkness. 
. . . Whoever is separated from the Church . . .  is 
a stranger; he is profane; he is an enemy. . . .

After slating that these heretics “  sit in the seat of 
pestilence, are plague spots of the faith, deceiving 
with serpent’s tongue and artful in corrupting the 
truth; vomiting forth deadly poisons,”  they are told 
that though such a man suffer death for confessing the 
name of Christ, his guilt is not washed away by blood.
. . .”  He who is without the Church cannot be a 
martyr. He cannot reach the kingdom of heaven.”  
(From Unity of the Church, by Cyprian, Bishop of 
Cartilage, died 25S).

In view of the above and other early Christian writ
ings incidental attention may be drawn to J. M. 
Robertson’s statement that “  The moral note which in 
the modern world is supposed to be typically and pri- 
mordially Christian, that of the Imitatio Christi at its 
best, is the one note never struck by the Christian 
Fathers, or, if sounded, never sustained.”

Following some persecution of Christians, Galerius 
in 3 11  issued an edict of toleration : —

We have been especially anxious that even the 
Christians should return to reason. For they have 
fallen, we know not how, into such perversity and
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folly that, instead of adhering to those ancient in
stitutions which possibly their own forefathers estab
lished, they have arbitrarily made laws of their own.
. . . We, with our wonted clemency have judged it 
wise to extend a pardon even to these men and permit 
them once more to become Christians and re-estab
lish their places of meeting; in such manner, how
ever, that they shall in no way offend against good 
order.

Then, as J. M. Robertson remarks, as party strife 
among the Christians was becoming more comprehen
sive, more furious and more menacing, the Church 
was saved from itself by the State. Theodocius II. 
published (438) a collection of the laws of the Empire, 
which made it quite clear that the Government would 
tolerate no one who disagreed with the particular form 
of Christian belief which the State chose to sanction— 
“  One God-head of the Father, Son and Holy Ghost, 
the blessed Trinity ”  : —

We desire that all those who are under the sway of 
our clemency shall adhere to that religion. . . . All 
others we judge to be mad and demented; we declare 
them guilty of holding heretical doctrines; their as
semblies shall not receive the name of churches. They 
shall first suffer the wrath of God, then the punish
ment which in accordance with the divine judgment 
we shall inflict.

Exemption from personal taxes, not only for the 
clergy but for exorcists and doorkeepers, was decreed. 
Manichaeans were to he heavily fined and to have their 
houses confiscated; Eunomians and Montanists were 
to he excluded from all intercourse with any city or 
town, their hooks burnt, and anyone concealing them 
was to suffer capital punishment. Donatists, Jews 
and Gentiles (the last then commonly called pagans) 
were similarly condemned. Slaves might be beaten 
into the orthodox faith. The temples were to be des
troyed, first in the towns and then in the cities.

The rather rapid Christianization of the Romans 
naturally followed. Hut the conversion of the bar
barians outside the Empire was mainly if not entirely 
a matter of converting the kings or chiefs. We have 
the interesting ca.se of Clovis, King of the Franks, 
who had a Christian wife. Though for a time the 
King would not desert his gods, his first son was bap
tized as a Christian. The account continues: —

Hut the child, whom they called Ingomer, after lie 
had been born again through baptism, died in bis 
white baptismal robe. Then the King reproached the 
Queen bitterly : “ If the child had been consecrated 
in the name of my gods he would be alive still. Hut 
now, because he is baptized in the name of your God, 
he cannot live.”

Subsequently another son was born to them, and 
called in baptism Clodomir. He fell very ill. Then 
the King said : “  Because he, like his brother, was 
baptized in the name of Christ he must soon die.”  
But his mother prayed and by God’s will the child 
recovered. . . .

The Queen unceasingly urged the King to acknow
ledge the true God. . . . Hut he could not in any wise 
be brought to believe until war broke out with the 
Alemanni. Then he was by necessity compelled to 
confess what he had before denied . . .  It happened 
that the two armies were in battle, and there was 
great slaughter. Clovis’ army was near to utter des
truction. lie  saw the danger; his heart was stirred; 
he was moved to tears; and he raised his eyes to 
heaven, saying: “ Jesus Christ, whom Clothilde 
declares to be the son of the living God, who it is said 
giveth aid to the oppressed, and victory to them who 
put their hope in thee, 1 beseech the glory of thy aid.”
. . . When he had said these things, the Alemanni 
turned their backs and began to flee.

lie  told the Queen how lie had won the victory by

calling on the name of Christ; she sent for a his 
and Clovis and more than three thousand o 
warriors were baptized. [From Gregory of H’1 j 
History of the Franks. In that work, Professor 
inson remarks, “  the cruel and unscrupulous 0 ^  
appears as God’s chosen instrument for the supp°r _ . 
the Christian faith ”  (Medieval and Modern I ' l,n. ' 0f 

We have also the better-known account by F e( L 
the conversion of the Northumbrians, with the a 
ing speech of the high priest, Coifi, at the confe' c11 
Coifi said : —

O king . . .  1 verily declare unto you that ^,cc8l, 
ligion we have hitherto professed lias, as far as 
learn, no virtue in it. For none of your poop c ^  
applied himself more diligently to the worship 0 
gods than I ; and yet there are many that <re ^  
greater favours from you, and are more pre ^  
than 1, and who are more prosperous in their 11 . 
takings. Now if the gods were good for anyth’1̂  
they would rather forward me, who have been ni< 
careful to serve them. . . .

Support for the suggested change-over was f°rt 
coming from ciders and counsellors; the King 
permission to Paulinus to preach the gospel, and 
nounced idols.”  Coifi undertook the work of desti<V 
ing the temples and asked for arms and a stallion 1 
it had hitherto been unlawful for the chief priest 
bear arms or to ride any animal but a marc). Procee 
iug to the temples he profaned them by casting 111 
weapon, and then commanded his companions to (L' 
troy the structures and all their enclosures by hre-

J .  r e ev es
(To be continued)

Christians may have slain their theological enemies 
untold millions or in hundreds of thousands.

Special Pleading

He is a rare man who doesn’t occasionally exaggoraK 
in order to enhance (in his opinion) the value of ,l 
point he hopes to make. Too often the value of l'"- 
point is not so enhanced by the exaggeration ■

>1"
plie

Christian who holds that his religion is a religion ()l 
Peace is in much the same ethical quandary when he 15 
faced with the lower computation. Exact stateincjd 
is what the scientific thinker aims at; he fails ql'dL 
often, but if he has the mood and method of sciciicC 
this will be exhibited in degree in all his statements’ 
and where exact knowledge is impossible he will l,c 
careful net to strive to emphasize his case by ovei' 
statement.

Special pleaders most men are. They justify then1' 
selves by the fact that already special-pleading chat' 
acterizes conventional opinions, and because of that' 
can best be met by counter exhibitions of the sai"L 
character. What this leads to is a hubbub which 
leaves the discerning individual to the thankless task 
of examining critically and painstakingly all the dis
cordant voices. The parallel is to be found in or" 
own law courts. Counsel for the Prosecution ai'( 
Counsel for the Defence put forward a deliberates 
one-sided case. The Judge sits there and listens; tilt1' 
matcly he is called upon to “  sum up.”  lie  weed* 
out all the unverifiable data, all the unjustifiable infe>'' 
dices, from the pleas of both Counsels. O11 the re
siduum he pronounces judgment. The process uia> 
be far from an ideal one, but so for that matter are 
most processes—and it is far from foolish. It doe* 
make the attempt to elicit the best that can be said 
pro and con. Learned Counsel may be superciliously 
dismissed as “  special pleaders ”  by some—they are $° 
by many. This overlooks that not only are the’
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Counsel deliberately special pleading, but the whole 
legal process is built on the assumption that they are 
so doing. This is understood—and consequently the 
business of “  doing one’s best ”  for one’s client be- 
c°mes perfectly ethical. Where the process is capable 
('i prostitution is in the presence of a jury and/or a 
hidgc “  who is not very wise.”  Then we may have 
exhibitions of rhetoric deplorably devised to defeat the 
L1uls of justice. In an imperfect world such outlets 
exist everywhere. It does not alter the fact that the 
Counsel for the Defence does not profess to be im-1 
lMitial-—he docs the best he can for his client—and it 
oan be, and often is, a task that calls for the highest 
"uns of mental and logical ability.

E tlie writer of polemic were to adopt the same atti- 
hulc little fault could be found with him. There is 
110 barm in Special Pleading advertised as such. It 
uould in time sharpen the wits of his reader and make 
biin realize that his (the reader’s) function is a judicial 
' uc. His mental processes would be sharpened and 
le would in time not only attempt to give a verdict, 

but be proud of his verdict when given. What makes 
luopagandism of the baser sort open to a line of critic- 
,sm that leaves the law-courts unscathed is that the 
special pleading that issues from, for instance, the 
Piess does not purport to be special pleading. It pre- 
Tnds to be judicial, and when it tries to pass off to the 
■ eader the one-sided presentation of a Counsel for the 
defence as the patient and conscientious summing-up 

a Judge, then it becomes ethically contemptible 
*>nd the process plainly anti-social.

1 here are times when the Special Pleader is justified 
!" Putting forth his case, For or Against, and when it 
,s not only justifiable,, but may be almost a public 
(luty. It is when it is felt that some aspect of a public 
MUestion is so misrepresented in almost all channels of 
Public information, that what can be said to the con- 
trary is to all intents and purposes denied a 
bearing. Then the ex parte statement becomes a cry
ing need. It need not necessarily take this complexion; 
'f could be, of course, a scientific presentment of pro 
a"d con followed by the calm and imperative verdict 
that the facts demand. But if Counsel for the Prose
cution has been allowed by gerrymandering, censoring 
and sloganizing, to have all his own way, there should 
be a time and a season for Counsel for the Defence to 
Say his piece. And if it is plainly stated to be such 
‘Uul does not profess to be judicial, but is put forward 
«« purely pragmatic lines, it would indeed be a stern 
Uloralist who got up on Iris hind legs and said ; I have 
Picked up work after work of special pleading by the 
Counsel for the Prosecution; all the newspapers say 
b̂ ere is Wisdom. But I am going to reserve all my 
virtuous condemnation for the one or two people who 
have the unbridled enfronterv to air their lopsided 
opinions in the form of Counsel for the Defence.

Theologians have always been Princes in the realm 
of Special Pleading. Suppression when possible has 
been their weapon; to be followed, when the occasion 
demanded it, by false emphases and the attempt to 
“Peak to a new brief rather than an old one without 
calling attention to the fact. Science has attempted 
fo bring conscientiousness into the things of the mind; 
b has fashioned a mood and a method, and has brought 
about its beneficent results most effectively when its 
devotees have been possessed of a passion for truth, 
Which is perhaps the most valuable of all its char
acteristics. But scientists are fallible men; they fall 
short always of perfection. But, from their principles, 
they have bred men in a stern mould who have sought 
in their own works for the fact wrongly so-called; they 
have gone through the works of their fellow scientists 
and pulverized as well as they could manage, the 
hasty assumption, the too-readv generalization. Scien
tific mood and method have provided the crucible into

which all scientific teaching must eventually be thrust. 
John Jones, Scientist, trains John Robinson in the 
sure and certain hope that John Robinson will—if he 
can—show where he, John Jones, Scientist, went off 
the rails.

This is one of the hardest things for the theologian 
to understand—apparently. For the. theologian deals 
in absolutes. The theologian tells us things, and 
what the theologian tells us has to suffice. He lays 
down the Law. And from his mental cell, he pops 
out his head now and again and says ; Scientist A con
tradicts B, Scientist F  contradicts Scientist M. Ho, 
Ho, Ho, Ho, Ho, Ho ! But his laughter has an echo 
that is grim.

Every humble writer or speaker that attempts to 
teach his fellows should hitch his wagon to a star. He 
should be judicial and couch his words so that the 
judicial will not grieve. It is a hard job and he will 
fall far short of his hopes, but this should not deter 
him. He will not, it is certain, obtain popular plau
dits. These are reserved for the whole-hogger, the 
partisan, the man who is loyal to his party. But the 
man who is loyal to truth as lie sees it, though he may 
not appeal to thousands, will appeal to a few—the 
judgment of which few “  o’er weighs a whole theatre 
of others.”

T. H. E lstob

Aoid Drops

What the Roman Church considers a very important 
commission has been appointed consisting of Catholics 
from England, Ireland and the United States, with 
“  savants ’ ’ from France and Italy, to clear up the mys
tery of the Holy Shroud. The question at issue is to 
decide whether this is the identical shroud that covered 
the body of Jesus after the crucifixion. The issue is quite 
simple. There is, of course, no evidence that Jesus 
Christ ever existed, none that he was ever crucified, none 
that he was wrapped in any shroud, or none that he 
ever rose from the dead. .Still, if he did live, if he was 
crucified, if he was wrapped in a shroud, then this might 
as well be the shroud as any other—provided it was made 
of extra good linen. But the only way that this com
mission can settle the matter is by prayer. So why have 
a commission ? Besides the Pope is God’s representative 
on earth. Why can he not get information direct from the 
holy ghost? There seems as much mystery about the Com
mission as about the shroud.

A Catholic writer wonders what effect the earthquake 
at the Crucifixion had on the world at large. Aye, 
there’s the rub! The earth was covered in darkness for 
three days, the dead rose from their graves and walked 
about the city of Jerusalem, but nowhere outside the New 
Testament did anyone bother about any of these things. 
They never even noticed them. The most wonderful 
things happened in the midst of a numerous people, and 
created less excitement than the visit of a Punch and 
Judy show to a village green.

What a generous man is the Bishop of Bristol! lie  is 
more than gratuitously generous, he is impertinently so. 
He is, for example, quite willing that cinemas should be 
o]>en on Sundays provided children are not admitted, that 
substantial portion of the profits ¡should be given to 
charity, and that the permission to open cinemas on Sun
day should be “  definitely ”  a war-time measure. There 
is indeed liberality, but he might—with less artfulness 
and greater honesty—have put it as follows : (1) Children 
must not be encouraged to stay away from Church (the 
Bishop’s own entertainment), because if they do stay 
away from his place of business when they are young 
they are not likely to attend when they grow up. (2) 
Those cinemas which do open on Sunday must be fined
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for doing so. (3) There being a war on, the men in uni
form must lie kept in a good humour, and it is not good 
business to antagonize them.

We should like the Bishop to tell us whether his atti
tude indicates anything more than we have said. And 
at the same time, will he be good enough to explain on 
what ethical grounds it is wrong to see theatrical per
formances (whether on the screen or not) on Sunday;— 
except when there is a war on—that may be seen without 
daniage to morals during the remaining six days in the 
week ? But bishops do riot reply to straight questions, 
so we do not expect any reply.

Let it be duly placed on record, and let each one mark 
it on the tablet of liis memory that on March 26, at 
9 p.m., listeners heard distinctly the words, “  Oh, blast 
i t ! ”  What greater evidence could one have of the chaste 
atmosphere of the Ii.B.C. and the sensitiveness of British 
receptivity than that this incident was duly chronicled 
in the Press as worthy of notice. That this occurred at 
nine o’clock, three hours after the “  Children’s Hour,”  
was fortunate—damned fortunate.

In a recent issue we mentioned the matter of the “  Mons 
Angels ”  and promised one day to retell the story of that 
imposture and the way in which some of the leading 
clergymen in this country tried to force it on the public.' 
We have not forgotten that promise, but meanwhile we 
note that a certain Captain Hayward, belonging to a 
society of half-backed intelligences and storehouse of 
petrified stupidities, recently told a Bournemouth meet
ing of that cult, “ How God won the last War.” The captain 
says he himself saw “  the White Cavalry.”  We have 
no desire to question that this gentleman may have seen 
white, black or blue cavalry floating in the sky. We 
may remind Captain HayWard that elephants, and blue 
tigers have been seen climbing up bedposts before now. 
If Captain Hayward went to a lunatic asylum—as a 
visitor—he Would be able to come away with a fine stock 
of strange visions, never vouchsafed to ordinary men 
arid women.

Writing in the Daily Mirror, “  Cassandra ”  says :—
Any faint lingering doubts as to whether we had the 

hacking of the angels as anti-Nazis, have now been com
pletely removed by Dr. Robert McKew, a former Arch
deacon of the Isle of Wight.

Says he :—
“ I believe with all my heart and soul that the battle we 

are fighting to-day is God’s battle. I believe that for His 
own wise purpose God has raised up the British limpite 
to he the means under man of building up the Kingdom 
of God on earth.”

The really important feature of the existing situation 
is not that God has raised up the British Empire so that it 
might create the kingdom of God on earth, but that he 
persuades Germany, Russia, Italy and others to recognize 
the alleged fact. What is the good of God raising up the 
British Empire, etc., etc., if he does not persuade the 
rest of the world to recognize his purpose? There have 
been all sorts of gods, and they have passed out in all 
sorts of ways. We suggest as an epitaph for the Christian 
deity “  He Meant Well.”

the weak-minded must have some place of refuge, < 
if the type of parson we have in mind was not m 
pulpit he might be in politics, or doing greater rjlS 
than churning imbecilities to the accompaniment of •’T   ̂
of thankfulness from an audience that would recen 
shock if it heard from the pulpit nothing but c°mm  ̂
sense. So we appreciate this gem by the Vicar o 
Gabriel’s, I.eytonstone.

It was a Christian belief that civilization should 
kept Christian.

No one will contest this gem of wisdom. When ^  
Vicar has again occasion to say this, he might enforce 
by pointing out that Moslems think the world sh° _ 
be kept Moslem, Buddhists that the world shouh 
kept Buddhist—and so forth. God called the Vicar  ̂
his job ; his qualification for it is quite plain—to ’ j 
So to relapse into piety we also say God only knows 
he was selected. If Mr. Chamberlain arranges his c ^  
net, why not make him Minister of Information W 
place of the godly Reith ?

Probably in complete innocence Walt Disney 's 
attacked in some quarters over his latest film Pw° s 
This is not because of lack of artistry—that never aroi ^ 
religious opposition—but because he has named o"" s 
his characters “  Jiminy Cricket ”  which is slang f°r J c\  e 
Christ. “  Jeepers Creepers ”  is also a euphonism f°l j 
same person. Now what will the English Censor 
We once had an American friend whose favourite  ̂
was “  Christopher Henry II. Christ,”  but why he ad°P 
this we could never discover. Still, owing to the mem1' 
of Jesus it had great virtue, for it had a most SO® 
ing effect on my friend. I am quite sure that “  Chris 
pher Henry H. Bradiaugh ”  would not have been ^  
powerful. Does not the hymn remind us “  How gIL' 
the power of Jesu’s name! ” ?

The following two epitaphs of public characters 'vC 
take from the New Statesman:—

TOM HARRISON
We buried Tom all proper with his Mass-Observer

badge, 1 ldi
And liis notebooks—there were twenty thousand j  

And he’d not been dead a week when a Report arm 1-' 
for Madge;

Heaven’s 39.4 per cent. pro-God.

R. Id. S. CROSSMAN 
Whate’er he did, he did it well

Where’er he went, he shone there,
For long enough he worked like hell 

And now at last lie’s gone there.

It is stated in the Psychic News, that a Church 
England gathering—by nine votes to three—has decide 
that Spiritualism is true. This is about as important •l1’ 
a siriiilarly decisive vote from the same source, declari".-, 
that the Bible is more or less true. That “  God i" 'j 
Spirit ”  is—let us say—as true as gospel. The 'H "1 
Person of the Christian Trinity is a Ghost (wholly 1,1 
Holy Church), and the Second Person of the same tr>® 
has a ghost for a father. We expect to hear next tl'a 
even sortie of the Spiritualists themselves believe 111 
Spiritualism—which is less axiomatic than it might see'1' 
to those who have never attended a Seance.

The Education Committee of the County of Shropshire 
has appointed a Committee to consider whether the exist
ing Religious Syllabus shall he continued, revised, or re
placed. The committee will consist of seven members of 
the Education. Committee, with twelve representatives of 
the Churches and four representatives of the teachers. 
Twelve ministers of religion, and eleven laymen, the 
majority of which will be already pledged to keep religion 
going. The Churches will feel quite safe. It rehiinds 
one of an advertisement Sent out by Ford. “  Ford cars 
can be had in any colour, provided they are black.”

What wonderful people there are in the Christian pul
pit ! We are not altogether complaining of this. Even

Cavalcade has had some correspondence about “ Evil- 
One writer says “  Scripture is not always to be read litc1' 
a lly,”  but in the same letter says “  Private interpret®' 
tion is forbidden.”  As this writer claims that it is Go" 
who “  sends the sword of war among the nations ”  we arc 
in a difficulty—is “  God ”  or is “  the sword ”  to be take" 
literally? Anyhow mankind is taking war most liter' 
allv. The writer apparently thinks that h is  private 
terpretation is not forbidden, when he refers to “  Satan-^" 
or Adversary as the word simply means.”  We wish tin" 
man could convince his fellow-Christians so that at least 
a few of them might agree in their definitions. The only 
reference to satan in the Cambridge Bible Dictionary 
“  Satan ; see dev  11. ’Mi l

To get a New Subscriber is to make a New Friend
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T O  C O R R E S P O N D E N T S .

Urquart,—We do not know of any such library as you 
name. Hut why not use your local public library and place 
°n the Suggestion Sheet provided, the names of the books 
Jou require to read? They will nearly all be of public 
interest.
G. Macearlank.—We are not surprised that your letter to 

die Scottish Education Journal was not inserted. It was 
loo much to the point; and the aim of most papers when 
discussing the question of religion in the schools is to 
advertise the purely imaginary “  fact”  that there is a great 
demand for more religion. There is not. If there were 
die clergy would not be running their present campaign, 
hut your letter will have done good in showing that there 
are others.”

J- Humphrey.—Thanks for address. Taper has been sent. 
We note your other, item. It is good to keep up the agita- 
tion, even though it may produce no immediate result, 
hut the growing use of the B.B.C. as a religious propa
gandist vehicle is little less than a public scandalT . —

J- _ Lauder.—Thanks for cutting. War conditions seem to 
lave given the “ dignified clergy ”  a chance to give the 

"°rld  more than the usual quantity of pulpit nonsense. But 
ve really have not the time to join in newspaper

controversy.
H- Si.ETON.—Thanks. Shall appear.
C it ,̂<>YNTKR-—Next week ; crowded out of this issue.

kunel.—Thanks, for note. But we have several times 
jailed attention to the Roman Catholic position as illustrated 

Hie Liverpool leaders that they would prefer children to 
mil the risk of being bombed at home, rather than seek 
safet_v in places where they would be open to Protestant 
influence. In Liverpool, at least, that is the official position.

■ ms. C. Matthews and E. Arundel S m ith .—Sorry we have 
jiot space for reopening the correspondence. Repetition— 
J>y either or both sides—adds nothing to what has alreadv 
been stated.

- Iks. Winifred S m ith .—It is stupid for anyone to say that 
Hie churches lire “  moribund.”  They are weakened but 
st'H powerful. As to finding comfort in Christian teaching, 
that argument applies to all kinds of teachings and to 
every sort of habit. It is as true of whiskey-drinking as 
R is of Christianity. It is certainly true of Ereethought.

’ • l!- L issenden.—R eceived with thanks. Shall appear soon.
-ms. c. M. Tailing.—Pleased to learn that the paragraph 

'Vas of so much use, and led to such pleasing results

The "  Freethinker ”  is supplied to the trade on sale or 
return. Any difficulty in securing copies should be at once 
reported to this office.
fle offices of the National Secular Society and the Secular 
Society Limited, are now at 68 Farringdon Street, London, 
K.C.4. Telephone: Central 1.367.

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

There was a good audience at the St. Andrew’s Hall, 
Glasgow, on Sunday last. Mr. Cohen’s lecture was well 
received and the replies to opposition brought forward 
loud applause. But it was a mistake, we think, to have 
altered the time of the meeting from afternoon till 
evening. The “  blackout ”  and the rain combined kept 
many from attending who would certainly have been 
present had the meeting been held at 3 o’clock. The 
dinner, the seventh annual function of that kind, was 
again a complete success. The speeches were to the 
point and the entertainers deserved the thanks they' 
received.

We are not sure whether we ought to apologise for Mr. 
Cohen’s book, Almost an Autobiography, that he hoped 
to have finished before the end of 1939, not having yet 
made its appearance. But so many new things have 
turned up requiring attention that the finishing of the 
book had to be set aside. Mr. Cohen’s week is always 
such a full one with his weekly article, paragraphs, atten
tion to correspondence, Society business, the affairs of 
the Pioneer Press, and three days in many weeks travel
ling and lecturing, that unforeseen tasks become formid
able obstacles to planned work. War conditions also 
have raised many things that had to be done. However, 
it is hoped to have the book printed this side of Whitsun
tide. It will extend to between 250 and 300 pages, and 
will contain several plates. We hope that those who have 
written will be content with this explanation or apology.

We regret to learn that another of our friends, Mr, 
Bayard Simmons, has been on the sick list. He writes 
that he is slowly recovering, and hopes soon to be back 
to normal. He expects to be present at the Manchester 
Conference. He says, “  I follow, with concern, your set
backs, and I envy you your resiliency.”  We appreciate 
the good feeling displayed, but our “  resilience ”  in the 
face of many difficulties is based on the conviction that 
we have the full confidence of our readers, and, really, no 
paper ever had more loyal support than has been given 
this one. We leave it for others to say whether we have 
earned that support and confidence.

We have marked quite a number of new publications 
for notice, and ctne of the most charming of these is My 
Friends the Raboons, by E. N. Marais (Methuen 5s.). It 
is a small book (in size) of little more than 120 pages, 
but what there is is delightful. The author holds the 
quite sound opinion that the way to study baboons is to 
do so while they are living in their natural conditions, 
although he has also studied them in friendly captivity, 
The result is a book that is both informative and interest
ing. In one thing Mr. Marais illustrates a truth brought 
out by a study of primitive human existence, namely, 
that worry does not only belong to civilization. The life 
of the baboon is full of anxiety and fears, and is 
encompassed with dangers.

"Tien the services of the National Secular Society in con
nexion with Secular Burial Services are required, all com
munications should be addressed to the Secretary, R. H. 
Fosetti, giving as long notice as possible.

°rders for literature should be sent to the Business Manager 
°f the Pioneer Press, 61 Farringdon Street, London, E.C.4, 
and not to the Editor.

¡ he "  Freethinker ’’ will be forwarded direct from the Pub- 
Hshlng Office at the following rates (Home and Abroad)
°ne year, 15/-; half year, 7/6; three months, 3/9.

Whenever you come into contact with any book, per- 
s°n, or opinion of which you absolutely comprehend 
Nothing, declare that book, person or opinion to be im- 
Biorai. Bespatter it, vituperate against it, strongly in- 
s,st that any man or woman harbouring it is a fool or a 
hiiave, or both. Carefully abstain from studying it. Do 
all that in you lies to annihilate that book, person or 
"pinion.—Olive Schreiner ("S to ry  of an African Farm.")

The most touching chapter, if one may use the expres
sion, in the book is the last “  Death among Baboons.”  
The hut in which Mr. Marais and his friends lived was 
close to the herding place of a tribe of baboons with whom 
he was on quite friendly terms. One night he found a 
number of baboons sitting outside the hut. They appeared 
to be in some kind of trouble, and it was decided to visit 
their sleeping place—a cave. The tribe was found sitting 
in the usual manner, in a “  tight bunch,”  the females on 
the inside, males on the outside, and infants in the 
middle. The tribe sat in perfect silence, and after some 
time the men returned to their hut puzzled, but unen
lightened as to the meaning of the behaviour of the 
baboons.

The next day just before daybreak, they were awakened 
by a “  terrible, blood-freezing cry of woe from the baboons 
—persistent and heart-rending.”  Another visit was 
paid to the baboons, and they discovered the bodies of 
eight infant baboons that had died during the night.
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The baboons raised no objection to the men handling the 
bodies of the dead ones, although they would have 
resented the live ones being touched. The bodies were 
removed to the hut. The baboons understood at least the 
fact of death.

Only one unfortunate young mother followed almost 
on our heels.with all kinds of begging sounds, and here 
we discovered something wonderful. It was not for the 
return of her child that she was begging, for when we 
placed all the bodies on the ground in front of her, she 
touched her own child in a most moving way with her 
lips. But it was only for a few seconds. She did not 
try to pick up the babe or take away the body. And then 
almost at once she sat with her arms stretched out to us 
continuously and continued her begging. What did she 
want? Obviously not the return of her dead infant. 
Hut she did want something which, to her dim intelli
gence we alone were able to give her . . . (She) wanted 
from us the revival of her child, wanted to have 
changed that huge and remorseless condition which in 
her environment she had learnt to know as death. Some
where in her spirit the belief must have arisen that these 
magicians she had learnt to know would perhaps be able 
to give back life to her child.

That is the most touching bit of prehuman history 1 
have read for a long time. Only a Christian could claim 
a heaven for himself and provide none for the mother of 
that infant baboon.

The Portsmouth Branch N.S.S. invites friends and sym
pathizers to a general discussion at the Kit Cat Cafe, 
opposite the King’s Theatre, Albert Road, Southsea, on 
Wednesday, April io, at 8 p.m. The Branch is anxious 
to make headway and to secure the co-operation of friends 
of the movement in the area.

The great success of the West London Branch Social 
held last Saturday has prompted, at the request of all 
those present, a “  repeat performance ”  on April 27. Fur
ther details will appear in the Freethinker in due course. 
Particulars can be had from the Secretary, Mrs. Buxton, 
18, Cambridge Gardens, N.W.6.

L evy’s Philosophy

In his widely-read Philosophy for a Modern Man 
(1938), Prof. H. Levy presents his dialectical material
ism in more systematic fashion than hitherto.

His great lasting contribution to modern thought lies 
in his exposition of isolates, basic to his philosophy, 
and probably essential in any comprehensive refuta
tion of indeterminism. A refutation along these lines 
appeared in his Universe of Science, and is reflected in 
later polemic by other scientists against-Eddington, 
usually without the. use of Levy’s terminology. 
Eddington’s public utterances in defence of indeter
minism have never got to grips with Levy’s attack, 
and until they do the loss is to Eddington’s, not 
Levy’s, reputation.

While fully effective so far as it goes, it may Ire that 
the theory of isolates is incomplete as the foundation 
of a philosophy. A short resumé of the elements of 
Levy ’s system will preface our reasons for thinking so. 

* * *

In the changing, entity which is the universe matter 
is prior to living and thinking, mind being a quality of 
matter. “  To inquire how the mind makes the brain 
work is as sensible as inquiring how sight makes the 
eye see. Functions are engendered in virtue of the 
motion which characterizes existence itself ! ”  Thus 
there is no need of a Prime Mover, or of extraneous 
forces t< sweep each phenomenon into being.

An isolate is a group or collection of events whjc 
may for practical purposes be considered a uni 
system, the external environment being consider« < 
neutral to (not affecting) its behaviour. There 
levels of isolates and at each level new qualities ' 
manifested. As a groyp atomic particles main e 
solidity, which is a statistical isolate composed of a ® 
mic units, themselves porous. (The atom is nios > 
composed of space. Solidity arises from a vast colony 
of them.) Each statistical isolate in its turn may 
taken up with others so as to form a new statistic* 
isolate, in relation to which it becomes itself an atomic 
isolate.

Each isolate, therefore, is statistical in relation to 
its parts and atomic in relation to a larger whole, r U 
a tree is a statistical isolate from its parts, e.g> 
branches, and an atomic isolate when reckoned as l'a 
of a forest. We are always interested in a bit, an lb0 
late, of a wider situation, itself a bit of the universe m 
its turn. Motion, shape, colour—these are isolate- ' 
and so are waves, isolates, not from particles, but fr°nl 
groups of them. Space and time are isolates boi'i 
motion. An isolate is any part of the universe sub)«' 
to an examination. It can doubtless be said that evei> 
noun or noun-phrase is the name of some isolate- 
Isolates are recognized by qualities, so that levels 0 
qualities correspond to levels of isolates, with a grcMl’ 
quality corresponding to a group isolate. Qualities a»L 
evinced through behaviour, bringing changing feat' 
ures in changing situations.

Levy illustrates pictorially how new patterns arise 
from combinations of the old; similarly H2O cOl"cs 
naturally from the two factors, hydrogen and oxygem 
without tlie need for supposing a teleological creative* 
ness. “ To assert.that there is a purposiveness at 
work among inanimate objects in their mutual be
haviour is to transfer to one set of circumstances •' 
quality that comes into play only at another. . • • 
transfers to a stone the hatred of an enemy and c0l[, 
verts a meteorological storm into the wrath of a God.
“  Changing nature is, then, to be interpreted in terms 
of changing statistical isolates and their formation 01 
disruption, and the interconnectedness of nature 1,1 
terms of these binding but changing qualities.”

At certain “  liodal points ’ ’ come changes of phase- 
Many examples are given; e.g., some drugs, up to a 
point beneficial, suddenly become lethal; or a stick 
may be bent till breaking point is reached. Causal 
agency in change is “  dialectic ”  when it is aroused " a" 
ternally. At the dialectical point comes the transfer* 
mation of quantity into a newly manifested quality- 
developing from an internal contradiction. The trans
formation of tire quality Q into q indicates that the 
breaking point is reached, bringing state S  to T. If Q 
represents the bending of a stick q is the point at which 
it snaps in two, bringing state S (a stick) to T  (two 
pieces.) Phase after phase is reached by such internal 
developments. A and B give C, which, interacting 
with D, yields E, from which, by the opposition of P> 
C, is reached, and so on. Conservative qualities may 
be brought out by the growth of Q, tending to keep 
the phase intact, or delaying the breaking point: 
Levy calls them “  mechanical fascisms.”

Because the new qualities arise from within the 
system, a merely mechanical external determinism m 
inadequate for the scientific account of the change. 
[We must here reserve judgment as to whether this 
accurately represents the non-dialectical materialist 
view; that is, as to whether materialism which is not 
Dialectical is incapable of recognizing the determin
istic growth of internal changes. I f  this is so then 
materialism has seldom been sponsored since I.a 
Mcttrie, If not, then the Dialectics are writing their 
own version of other people’s philosophy.1
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As against idealism, Levy contends that we aie cei- 
tainly part of the universe, and so it is not entirely in
dependent of us, yet we “  slip into idealism ”  in treat
ing logical causality as a self-constituted, indepen
dent, disembodied mental necessity, instead of the ie- 
flection of the active quality of change in our mental 
habits.

*  *  *

bevy’s contention that every isolate must be statisti
cal may, we think, be doubted. “  Every isolate, he 
^ ’s, “ is simultaneously both atomic and statistical. It 
's atomic with respect to wider isolates with which it 
links through relational qualities, and every isolate is 
-otnehow linked in this way, while it is statistical with 
regard to the atomic elements into which it can be de
composed.”  Again, “  the basic isolate with which 
" e must commence is the collection, a statistical iso
late with individual members, objects of any kind.”

hut, we ask, cannot we analyse down to a funda
mental isolate-type which is self-existent; that is, 
which does not depend for its existence on any sub- 
isolatc; which does not fall to pieces by being sus
ceptible to analysis ? I f the statistical is only com
pounded out of the atomic and owes its nature as 
statistical to its atomic parts, then we arc using the 
concept of an atomic isolate as something preceding 
Urn statistical, and if there is no ultimate atomic iso
lute, itself not statistical, we seem to lack the very 
bricks with which to build statistical isolates at all.

Even should existence always involve existence 
within a group this does not dispense with the possi- 
1 Hity, nay the need, of the conceptual isolation of 
" ,c first atomic constituent in order to think about 
groups in the first place. The assertion that every 
'••olate must be statistical seems to turn the process of 
uature upside down hy asserting that the atomic gains 
'h  status by reason of a mother-body. Thus the deter
mination always to find sub-isolates as matter how 
simple and unitary the isolate under examination, 
"ould be to make the statistical the parent of the 
scattered atomic parts.

That this is not what Levy intends is obvious from 
1'is contention that matter is prior to mind, that the 
simple is prior to the. complex. Now according to this, 
H'e raison d'etre of the statistical isolate should be a 
colony of sub-isolates. Thus the atomic is systematic
ally prior to the statistical. We thus note that they 
are related in such a way .that we cannot think the 
statistical without the atomic, yet we can think the 
atomic without the statistical in the sense that the dis
covery that it is atomic (i.e., part of a statistical order) 
does not prejudice its original examination, and need 
m>t be made at all.

I11 speaking of the universe we are positing one ulti
mate statistical isolate (unless we care to speak of a 
"umber of universes, in which case we carry the ulti
mate isolate a stage further, to the “  multi verse.” ) 
Why, then, should we"not speak of ultimate, or found
ational, atomic isolates at the other end of the scale? 
I hen, when we have recognized motion to be inherent 
h> nature’s “  building bricks,”  we have disposed of 
the Aquinate Prime Mover without embarking on the 
equally unintelligible recession to infinity.

G . H. T ayi,or

I'o place anything in God, or to derive anything from 
*’<>d, is nothing more than to withdraw it from the test of 
rcason, to institute it as indubitable, unassailable, sacred 
jAtliout rendering an account why. Hence self-delusion, 
if not wicked, insidious design, is at the root of all efforts 
!o establish morality on theology. Where we arc in 
earnest about the right, we need 110 incitement or support 
from above.—Feuerbach.

The M yth of R acial Superiority

One observes with considerable amusement, not un
mixed with a measure of disgust, the intellectual gyra
tions indulged in by certain individuals as they desper
ately seek to maintain the myth of racial superiority. 
The extravagant ideas so dogmatically advanced by 
these persons, especially when advanced in the name 
of science, stand as a warning of the tendency of 
human emotions and sentiment to betray the critical 
faculties and run away with reason. It becomes in
creasingly obvious that these quasi-thinkers believe 
the statements they make not because of any convinc
ing array of scientific evidence, but because they want 
to believe them. Having convinced themselves of the 
innate truth of their thesis by a neat process of wish- 
fulfilment uniquely their own, they follow up this con
viction by uncovering what they consider, in their 
wishful state of mind, to be “  evidence ”  to; support it. 
This process is, of course, known very well to all of 
us as “  rationalizing.”  It is one of the most universal 
of human traits; so much so, that even scientists, 
trained in the principles of logical analysis are prone 
to succumb to it unless they are constantly on guard 
against it. And because it is largely unconscious, it is 
all the more insidious and dangerous.

The race problem is the despair of social science. It 
is shot through with passion and bias; it suffers from a 
dangerous lack of tested facts; it is infested with dog
matic opinions; it is the victim of jugglery and con
fusion of terms. Can anyone think of a more effective 
combination of hindrances to the solution of a human 
problem? And yet we must face it. It will not down. 
Bias must be met with calm reason; absence of facts 
must yield to real knowledge; vague terminology must 
be banished and a clear-cut set of ideas substituted. 
It is either this or chaos—chaos in thought and action.

For eighty-six years, since the publication in 1854 of 
Count Gobineau’s four-volume, Essay on the In
equality of the Races, a growing body of pseudo-scien
tific literature has appeared in Europe and America in 
defence of two theses : first, that the tall, fair-headed, 
blue-eyed, long-headed peoples commonly called 
“  Nordics,”  are the worlds’ superior creatures; 
second, that they are dying out as a race, and that 
there is a grave danger that the “  brunettes ”  of 
Europe (for example, the Alpines and Mediterran
eans), and the yellow, brown, and black races of 
Africa and Asia will outnumber and outmultiply them 
and will shortly submerge and destroy them.

Assuming the existence of a definite “  Nordic 
group,”  the sensational writers (see for example in 
America, Lothrup Stoddard’s The Rising Tide of 
Colour against White World Supremacy, and Madi
son Grant’s, The Passing of the Great Race), ascribe 
to it the spectacular success of the past thousand years 
in developing modern national states, languages, and 
literatures; physical measuring instruments; the 
higher mathematics; the scientific method of thought; 
and the power-driven machines which were invented 
during the Industrial Revolution. Such writers give 
it credit also for the remarkable development of 
modern architecture, art, theatre, and music which 
accompanied the other achievements.

To ascribe all these achievements to the portion of 
the European peoples called Nordic is, of course, 
ridiculous, for that point of view overlooks the tre
mendous contributions of the Latin and Slavic peoples 
and the creative genius of other continents. The 
defenders of the Nordics went too far in counting 
black, brown, and yellow noses and assuming that the 
heads behind the dark-skinned noses were less capable 
that those behind the white ones. In every decade
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after Gobineau’s time, alleged savants wrote about the 
superiority of the Nordic race. Although much of 
the published material was absurd, the discussion con
tinued. In tlie 1880’s and 1890’s even the scientific 
facts concerning heredity and selection built up by 
such workers as Sir Francis Galton were used by the 
scare-mongers of the race controversy.

In the meantime, however, groups of careful 
students knew the value and fine quality of the 
Chinese mind, and the creative ability of the people of 
India, of those of the Near East, and of other peoples. 
They also knew that culturally the Western Nordic 
had stood on the shoulders of those inventive peoples, 
and had been helped to produce his new civilization by 
a remarkable combination of circumstances. But, 
although known to scientifically-minded students, the 
importance of the cultures produced by non-Nordics 
has never been given world-wide popular circulation.

Slowly as the decades passed, the problem of the 
comparative abilities of races was subjected to a more 
scientific study. For example, anthropologists 
measured the physical .traits of different peoples and 
gathered similar objective data. As a result of these 
studies, one fact was agreed upon by all—namely, that 
the peoples of the earth exhibit great differences in 
physical traits and in cultural achievements. They 
vary widely in height, weight, physical strength, 
shape of head, features of the face, skin colour, hair 
colour and texture, and the like. Their economic, 
political, and social ways of living vary enormously 
also, as do their agriculture, crafts industry, govern
ment, family organization, and other institutions. 
Their arts are different; their standards of values differ 
as well as their economic standards of living. Thus, 
the fact of variation has been definitely established. 
Nobody doubts it.

But there is no such agreement on the question of 
whether one type of culture is “  better ”  or “ higher”  
than another. Indeed, there is a great difference of 
judgment among students. Who is to say that the 
painting, sculpture, interior decoration, or household 
crafts of the Western Nordics are “  superior ”  to 
these produced by the Chinese hundreds of years ago? 
Recall that in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
Chinese objects of art were imported into European 
imperial courts as models to be copied by European 
craftsmen! Must not students grant the possibility 
that the development of philosophy 2,300 years ago 
by such leaders as Eao-tse, Mencius, and Confucius 
was as great a racial achievement as the development 
of the philosophy of modern Europeans and Ameri
cans ? Was not great intelligence required to invent 
the “  Arabic ”  number system of the Near East, upon 
which all of the science and engineering of the Nordics 
is built to-day?

These are but casual reminders from much illustra
tive evidence on hand that the question of racial 
superiority is very far from being settled. In fact, it 
is now being demonstrated by modern anthropologists 
and comparative psychologists that the races of man 
have about the same capacity to develop civilization. 
New measuring tests are being applied to Europeans, 
North and South Americans, Asiatics, Indians, and 
Africans. As a result there is a growing body of 
knowledge that is, assuredly, more scientific than was 
that of Gobineau, Grant, Stoddard and Co.

No one who faces the matter frankly, denies the fact 
of diversity among individuals and groups, or the fact 
of their growing mobility and contact in modern life. 
It is when we begin to ask which diversities or differ
ences are significant, and what our attitude toward 
greater contact is to be, that opinions and judgments 
clash. There are obvious differences, of physical ap
pearance, of manner of behaviour, of cultural inherit

ance between the Chinaman, the Central Africa” 
Negro, and the North European white man. H” *: 
because there are these differences on the surface, 
\ye must not infer that they are necessarily the expres
sion of deep-rooted and ineradicable differences »'
native capacity or ability, and we must not necessar 
draw the tempting conclusion that the greater

riiy 
the

divergence from the white type, the nearer t°  * ^ 
lower or animal type. For in some physical c n 
acteristics, such as the larger size of the bram, 
small face, and high nose, the European race is far 1 
removed : in other characteristics like the degree 
hairiness, it is nearer to the probable animal ances 
of man than the other races. The few investigatin'  ̂
that have been made of the relation between the a , 
and shape of head and intelligence, notably by 
Pearson and Manourier, have been altogether 
tive. Intelligence does not seem to depend upon ' 
or shape of the head. There are big heads with 1 
intelligence and little heads with big intelligence. ^  
does it appear that there exists a very close relation -
tween size of brain and intelligence. One investi

gator found the cranial capacity of a group of eniu'c” 1 
men well above the average, but he also found 
cranial capacity of a group of illiterate day labourers 
well above the average. It is possible that the sii'allc 
brain of other races may do the same work as the large 
brain of the white race. Even between the size of t” 
brain and the number of cells and fibres in the bra’"  
the correlation is weak. There are, then, d iversity  
among individuals of various races, of size and shaP 
of head, of stature and weight, of colour of hair, P'#' 
mentation, etc., but these do not necessarily indicate 
inferiority or superiority.

Modern anthropological science has cast strong 
doubt even upon the oft-repeated assertion that the s° 
called simpler or primitive peoples, like the Austra 
bans, the Eskimos, the Indians, are inferior in ntd" 
capacity to the more civilized peoples. Primitive man • 
not incapable of self-control, nor of a high degree 0 
sustained attention; nor does he lack the power of (” 
iginal thought. The difference seems to lie rather in ’ 
occasions on which his group expects him to sho'v 
self-control, in the different things and activities 
which his social setting prompts him to concentrate 
his attention, and on the degree of originality l)Cl 
mitted within the group.

If, then, diversity in physical characteristics is 110 
significant, and diversity in mental characteristics ls 
not as glaring as a superficial and uncritical judgment 
would lead us to believe, what of the cultural or civil' 
izational diversities? For here again, no one won” 
deny that they exist. The social inheritance of tl’c 
Bushmen or of the Plains Indian is certainly different 
from that of the Medieval European or the twentieth- 
century white American. The difference between 
these groups would seem to be rather a difference 
richness and breadth and inclusiveness of their social 
tradition or civilizational background. It is the differ
ence between a culturally starved group and one that 
is the fortunate inheritor of a treasure-house of civil
ization. It is, to use the language of the sociologist, 
a difference in the degree of social evolution and social 
progress.

In view of the foregoing observations, it should be 
apparent to anyone making the slightest pretension 
to a degree of scientific understanding, that the desire 
to establish the idea of racial superiority as an uncon
trovertible fact is one thing; the fulfilment of that 
“  fond ”  hope is vet another. It is, indeed, deplor
able that so many individuals mistake the hope for the 
realization. Sadder still, is the fact that this hope 
exists at all.

N athan S imons

Long Island City, New York, U .S.A.
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H ighways and B yw ays in  
E nglish  H istory

IV.—T he E n glish  R evolution

civil struggles of the seventeenth century still 
WpSe l̂ass'onate partisanship even among historians, 
p authorities of the school of Macaulay, Green and 
^artiner see in the events of that period a straight 
a n  Y ^ ween tyranny and the people. Mr. Belloc 

( 4 " •  Arthur Bryant see in them the subversion of 
Popular monarchy by a gang of selfish, unscrupulous 

a'whyPocritical rich men
Pat are the facts? Clarendon, a contemporary,

"> knew his King and knew his Roundheads,
¡ tl' 1̂C himself loved one and hated the

. er’ , "lakes it clear that the quarrel was 
"manly between the aristocracy, who had indu
ce at court and used it to get monopolies and similar 

n Vantaf?es, and the middle class, who grudged them 
lat influence and those advantages. The Grand Re

monstrance of 1641, voted by the House of Commons 
and published as a manifesto to the nation, complained 
among other things of “  the most odious monopolies 

. soaP, wine, salt, leather, sea-coal, and the rest, 
"ch had been granted from his majesty’s first com- 

to the crown, and some of them before.”  The 
4 mtocracy by an overwhelming majority sided with 

miles I. : of the whole House of Lords not a fifth re
maned at Westminster at the outbreak of the Civil 
. i" 1 and not more than three or four had their hearts 
" 1 ie struggle. The Commons, in their quarrel with 

King, were supported by the City of London, most 
°  i ,  . large towns, and the yeomen and tradesmen.

Giis class struggle was mixed up with religion, be- 
c,"ise it was a vital necessity to each side to control the 
Pulpits. The sermons and extempore prayers of Puri- 
'"1 ministers were vehicles of political as well as re 
‘Rious propaganda, and were feared accordingly by 
le King’s Government. From the point of view of 
’c King and aristocracy, episcopacy was a necessity 
le objection to Presbyterianism is thus stated in 

Petition presented to the House of Lords in 1641 by 
the gentry of Cheshire

We, who are now governed by the Canon and Civil 
Paw dispensed by twenty-six ordinaries,' should be 
c°me exposed to the mere arbitrary government of a 
numerous Presbytery, who, together with their rul 
’ "g  elders, will arise to near forty thousand Church 
governors. The consequences would prove the utter 
loss of learning and laws, which must necessarily 
produce an extermination of nobility, gentry, and 
order, if not of religion.

1 be objection to Independent congregations was, if 
Possible, greater. For a hundred years yeomen and 
. "'all tradesmen had been practising the art of think 
" 'g  for themselves on the limited data provided for 
"'em in i]ie Jinglish Bible. Some were Anabaptists 
s° '"e  Socinians,,some—as we saw in a previous article 

Were even criticizing the Bible itself. But they 
Agreed in denying the right of any earthly authority 
*° prescribe their opinions, and in objecting to the 
Payment of tithes for the support of any established 
el'Urch whatever. Their fathers had faced cruel per 
Mention under Mary and Elizabeth; and they held 
" ’ith John Milton, that “  new presbyter is but old 
Priest writ large.”  Such were the men who formed 
'be rank and file of Cromwell’s troops, and who, after 
defeating Charles, became a thorn in the side of 
Parliament and of Cromwell himself.

The breach between the well-to-do Parliamentarians 
a"d the rank and file became apparent in 1646, when 
two thousand persons in Bucks and Herts petitioned

1 Pi shops.

the House of Commons for the abolition of tithes. Not 
a member supported them. Those, it was said, who 
wanted to be quit of tithes would soon want to be quit 
of rent. Moreover, of course, the Parliamentary 
leaders wanted, not to abolish tithes, but to put their 
own friends into the parsonages. The split soon ex
tended to other issues, including the dissolution of 
trading monopolies,2 political democracy, freedom 
from impressment, law reform, and liberty of con
science, and culminated in the remarkable agitation of 
John Lilburne and the Levellers in 1647 and the follow
ing years.

In this struggle, the aims of the contending parties 
may be summed up as follows. The chief leaders in 
both Houses of Parliament wished to- arrive at a con
stitutional settlement by which the King would reign, 
while they, representing the substantial landed and 
moneyed interests, would govern. The establishment 
of Presbyterianism meant, from their point of view, 
that the pulpits would be in safe keeping. On the 
other hand the troopers and many of the officers of the 
Parliamentary army, drawn from the farming and 
trading classes, desired political and religious equality. 
Between the two parties were Cromwell, Ireton and 
other army “  grandees,”  hating and fearing the 
Levellers, yet forced to swim with the stream in order 
eventually to divert and dam it. With this object the 
council of the army put forward compromise sugges
tions for a moderate extension of the franchise, and 
religious liberty for all except Roman Catholics. The 
Levellers countered with the “  Agreement of the 
People,”  in which they demanded manhood suffrage, 
abolition of the K ing’s and Lords’ vetoes, and liberty 
of conscience for all, not excluding Catholics, as a 
native right of all Englishmen which no Parliament 
could diminish or take away. The sole supporter of 
this programme in Parliament was Henry Marten, a 
Freethinker and Republican, who united a complete 
indifference to all religions with a plucky advocacy of 
toleration for all.

The Leveller movement was no hole-and-corner 
affair. “  A ll men of estates,”  says a contemporary 
letter, “  do fear lest the popular party in the Houses 
and the army should prevail.”  The army grandees 
defeated the movement partly by a resolute use of 
force, and partly by offering the Levellers the K ing’s 
head instead of the liberty and equality for which they 
asked. That the Levellers did not lack support is 
shown by the fact that when Robert Lockyer, a young 
trooper, was shot for mutiny in 1649, thousands fol
lowed his funeral, and that when Lilburne was tried 
for his life in 1653, four regiments had to be moved 
to London to prevent a rescue, and the verdict of 
acquittal was received with acclamations audible a 
mile away.

The failure of the movement dragged down the Com
monwealth. Cromwell won the support of London 
bankers and merchants by turning his back on the 
men who had followed him to victory at Marston Moor 
and Naseby. After his death, capital naturally turned 
to kingship as its surest safeguard. But the short
lived English Republic deserves not to be forgotten; 
and the part played by the forerunners of Freethought, 
and,by actual Freethinkers, in that fight for liberty 
cannot he too often emphasized.3

A r c h ib a l d  R obertso n  
(To be continued)

- The monopolies granted by the King to individuals had 
been abolished by Parliament. lint trading corporations like 
the Merchant Adventurers, the Eastland Company, and the 
East India Company retained their charters. It was these 
which the small men now attacked.

-1 Mr. Jack Lindsay’s novel, 7649, contains a masterly pic
ture of the time, and can be recommended to all interested in 
studying the interplay of social forces and individual types in 
a revolutionary situation.
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Corrospondenoe

THY SERVANT SAMUEL I’EPYS 

To the E ditor op thk “  F reeth inker  ”

»Sir ,—-I have to thank you for printing my previous 
letter, but 1 regret that you and your correspondent, Mr. 
Donald Dale should think it worth while to continue 
treading on the tail of my very unimportant coat. It is 
in any case really impossible to deal with such profound 
issues by correspondence, nor do I think that the spirit 
in which you revise them is one out of which truth is 
very likely to emerge.

Human responsibility is an inescapable fact, and those 
who “ follow God ”  must incur the consequences which 
fall, as I think quite logically, on communities within 
which they live, which have pursued the mistaken courses 
that lead to war. Moreover, it is unhappily the case that 
many who sincerely believe themselves to be “  following 
God ”  have acquiesced in such courses owing to the pro
phetic failure of the Christian communions to which they 
belong. If you concentrate on discovering, and (if you 
like) castigating such failures, 1 think your paper would 
do much more constructive work, as you would enjoy 
the satisfaction of showing up the Churches and Christian 
people generally for reasons which they would have no 
right to resent.

Mr. Dale begins his letter with a sentence so foolish 
that I hardly had patience to read what followed : 
“  Prayer therefore (wherefore?) is and has by experience 
proved to be useless.”  By whose experience, and useless 
from what point of view? We have the “  experience ”  
of millions through the ages to show that prayer was 
not useless to them. Mr. Dale is entitled to say that his 
experience was some sort of subjective delusion (though 
with regard to anything experienced on this scale this 
would seem evidently improbable), but he cannot prove 
such a negative. He writes as if the efficacy of prayer (by 
strictly mundane tests) could be regarded as a means of 
establishing tlie existence of God, but of course prayer is 
impossible without faith in the reality of him to whom 
it is addressed. Where Dean Matthews has failed 1 shall 
not presume to attempt, and I do not know what 
evidence for the existence of God Mr. Dale has considered 
before issuing his “ challenge”  on the subject. If his 
letter gave me more confidence in the seriousness of his 
challenge, 1 should suggest that he read the essay by 
Professor A. E. Taylor on “  The Vindication of Reli
gion ”  in the compact volume Essays Catholic ami Criti
cal which lie would be likely to find in any good library. 
Hut I don’t believe he has read this—or that he will.

Maurice B. R eckitt

(This reply of Mr. Reckitt must close the corre
spondence.—E d.)

THE ARK

S ir ,—With all due deference to Mr. Cutner and his 
authorities, the English word “  ark ”  is derived from the 
Latin area, a chest, and not from the Greek archc, begin
ning. The prefix “  arch ”  in “  archbishop ”  and similar 
words is cognate with archc, but has nothing to do with 
“  ark.”  The “  arc ”  of a circle comes from the Latin 
arcus, a bow—a different word again. Arcanum, mystery, 
means something hidden in an area, chest, and so has an 
indirect connection with “  ark.”  Hut oracuium has noth
ing to do with it, being derived from ararc, to speak or 
pray, as also are “  orator ”  and “  oratory.”  All these 
may be verified from the Concise Oxford Dictionary of 
Current English.

A rchibald  R oukrtson

This is philosophy; to make remote things tangible, 
common things extensively useful, useful things exten
sively common, and to leave the least necessary for the 
last.—Landor.

SUNDAY L B O T U B E  N O TICES,
Lecture notices must reach 6i Farringdon Street, London, 

E £ .p  by the first post on Tuesday, or they 'will not * 1 
inserted.

LONDON
OUTDOOR

K ingston B ranch N .S.S. (Market Place) : 6.30, A Lecture. 
North L ondon B ranch N.S.S. (White Stone Pond. Hamp

stead) . 11.30, Mr. L. Ebury. Parliament Hill Fields, 3--’0’ 
Mr. L. Ebury.

West L ondon B ranch N.S.S. (Hyde Park) : 12 noon until 
6 p.ni. Various Speakers.

COUNTRY

outdoor

Bi/vTh (The Fountain) : 7.0, Monday. Mr. J. T. Brighton.^ 
Chester-LK-Street (The Bridge End): i i .o, Sunday,

J. T. Brighton.
' Manchester Branch N.S.S. (Eccles Market) : 6.30, 1 ^

Bury Market, 6.30, Saturday. Stevenson Square, 3-°> “ l,1M 
Ashton Market, 6.30, Sunday. Mr. W. Atkinson. ^

N ewCastee-on-Tyne (Bigg Market) : Friday, -Mr. J- 
Brighton. . -f,

North »Shields (Harbour View) : 7.0, Wednesday, Mr. J ' 

Brighton. rifer-
S outhend Branch, N.S.S. (Marine Parade) : Sundaj 

noon. Mr. G. Taylor will speak.
Stockton (The Cross) : 6.0, Sunday, Mr. J. T. Brigld°
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j By LADY SIMON
I Price ijficl. Post Free
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THOMAS PAINE
JOHN M. ROBERTBON

An Investigation of Sir Leslie Stephen's criticism 
of Paine’s influence on religious and political re
form. An indispensable work for all who are 

interested in Paine and his influence

SIXPEN CE Postage id

Freethinkers and the W ar

Ai,r, men entering the Army, Navy or Air Force mvist 
answer a question as to their religion. The official ¡n 
charge is legally hound to record the answer as givc" 
—Atheist, Agnostic, Freethinker, Rationalist 01 
whatever the recruit may choose to call himscF- 
Questioning by the official in charge is gratuitous, aIlt  ̂
unauthorized. The recruit should refuse to sign au> 
document where his reply to the question of “  F c' 
ligion ”  is not accurately recorded. Those meinbeP’ 
of the forces who have been wrongly entered as be
longing to some Church, or where they have changed 
their opinions since entering one of the Services, have 
the legal right to have the record altered in accordance 
with their views.

I f any difficulty is experienced in securing recogu1' 
tion of these legal rights, the National Secular Society, 
68 Farringdon Street, London, ICC.4, should he con'" 
municated with. ■ -*ss
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1. Did Jesus Christ Ever Live?
2. Morality Without God.
3- What is the Use of Prayer ?
4- Christianity and Woman.
5- Must We Have a Religion?
6. The Devil.
7- What Is Freethought?
8. Gods and Their Makers.
9. Giving ’em Hell.

10. The Church’s Fight for the Child, 
n .  Deitv  and Design
12 . W hat is  th e U se  ok a F uture L i f e '1'
13. Thou shalt not suffer a Witch to Live
14. Freethought and the Child.

Other Pamphlets in this Series to be published shortly 
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j CHAMAN COHEN
l Price as. 6d. Postage 3d.

j Paganism in Christian Festivals !
|  BY

j J. M. WHEELER
j Price is Postage i^d.

Trust
T he Freethinker Endowment Trust was originally 
registered on August 5, 1925. Until that date the 
practice had been for many years to issue an annual 
appeal to make good the deficit on the issue of the 
paper. It was suggested by some of the constant sub
scribers that in order to do away with this annual ap
peal subscribers should capitalize their gifts and create 
a fund which would bring in an amount adequate to 
cover the inevitable deficit on a paper of this descrip
tion. This was done, and a sum of £8,000 subscribed 
in a little over two years. When the two years losses 
had been made—the annual subscription was sus
pended during the raising of the £8,000—there was 
left a capital sum of just over £7,000 for investment. 
The income at an all round yield of five per cent did 
not meet the deficit, but we have. managed to get 
along. Of late nearly half the invested capital has 
been repaid, and re-investment involved a loss of in
come. There has in addition been a rise in the cost of 
printing and also of wages.

By the terms of the Trust no Trustee may derive 
anything in the shape of payment, or emolument for 
services rendered, and in the event of the Trust being 
terminated as no longer necessary, the whole of the 
capital will be handed over to the National Secular 
Society for general propaganda purposes.

In these circumstances we beg again to bring the 
existence of the Trust before readers of the Free
thinker. The Trust may be benefited by direct gifts 
of money, by the transfer of shares or by legacy.

It should be said that the Freethinker is, and 
always has been, an independent property. It i s 'a 
private limited company with a purely nominal capi
tal. It is able to avail itself of the income of the En 
dowment Trust only when an official accountant has 
certified the amount of the loss during the year, and 
then only to the extent of the loss. Unfortunately 
the income of the Trust does not meet the deficit.

There is no need to say very much here concerning 
the Freethinker, or its value to the Freethought Cause. 
It holds its own by comparison with any Freethought 
journal that has ever existed in this country or abroad. 
It is now in its fifty-eighth year of publication, and 
stands as high in the estimation of its readers as it has 
ever done.

The Registered offices of the Freethinker Endow
ment Trust is 6r Farringdon Street, London, E.C.4. 
Letters may be addressed to either the Secretary or to 
the Editor of the Freethinker at this address.

PAGAN ELEMENTS IN 
CHRISTIANITY

H. C U T N E R
A concise and scathing account of the debt 
Christianity owes to Paganism, with a chapter 

on Relics

Pries Bixpsncs Poitags Id.
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ESSAYS IN I
FREETHINKING j

FIFTH SERIES j
i

CHAPM AN COHEN !

About Book». The Damned Truth. Maeter
linck on Immortality. On Snobs and Snobbery. 
Jesus and the B.B.C. Man’s Greatest Enemy. 
Dean Inge Among the Atheists. Politics and Re
ligion. Christianity on Trial. Woman and 
Christianity. Why? Man and His Environ
ment. The Nemesis of Christianity. Good 
God ! God and the Weather. Women in the 
Pulpit. All Sorts of Ideas. According to Plan. 
A Question of Honour. Are We Christian? A 
Study in Fallacy. Medical Science and the 
Church.

1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th Series 2s. 6d. each

Price 2s. 6d. Postage 3d.

A
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BRAIN and MINDBY —
Dr. A R T H U R  LY N C H .

This is an introduction to a scientific psych
ology along lines on which Dr. Lynch is 
entitled to speak as an authority. It is a 

pamphlet which all should read.

P r ic e  - 6d. By post - 7d.
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PRIMITIVE SURVIVALS IN MODERN THOUGHT
CHAPMAN COHEN

Cloth, gilt, 2». 6d. Postage 2d. Stiff paper l i .  6d. Poitaga 2d.
T H E  PIONEER PRESS, 
61 Farringdon St., London, 

E.C.4
1
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HUMANITY
WAR

AND

BY

CHAPMAN COHEN

horty pages, with cover. T hreepence, 
postage id. extra. This is a Freethinker’s 
view of the whole subject of war, fearlessly 
and simply expressed. In order to assist 
in its circulation eight copies will be sent 
for Two Shillings postage paid. Terms 
for larger quantities on application.

1 Send at once for a Supply j
1 j
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