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to the Cranks !
Sail

tli'1) " 1 aNvays hud a liking for cranks. I think also 
v-.' cranks have generally had a liking for me. This 
'as probably a case of like calling to like, but, cer- 

, Tv, when I look back I can see that cranks and 
* lave usually been chummy, even when cranki- 

£  aas ^ken the form of some queer religious delu- 
' -A man who is normally religious is usually 

1 ’ a bore, and the sooner one can shake him off the 
of |tr' but the man who believes he is a reincarnation 

T US ^"brist, or that he has just had a special mess- 
oitf r°1U t ,0<I Almighty, gives one something that is 
,, °f the common, and for that reason he is a crank.

or
‘M
* °lnething out of the common,”  or new, or unusual, 

c 'Conventional, these are the characteristics of all 
the signs by which a man may prove that he is 

oithy f(> eilfeI- fjie kingdom of the cranks. Being a 
C].‘ "k does not guarantee that a man is right in his 
l1Jlnkuiess; neither does his being a crank, mean that 

Uiust be wrong. Cranks are often wrong, but thenthey are often right. It was a crank who first shocked
®on sense and religious orthodoxy by suggesting 

the gods were merely exaggerated pictures of

com
that

!°n’ or that the earth went round the sun. It was a 
nk who believed that a steam engine could travel 

111 'S ten'ific speed of twenty miles per hour, or that 
ti-.̂ U w°uld be able to fly, or that they would one day 

,lVtl Under the sea. And it is only the cranks who 
believe that it is possible for nations to existto-day

Wit]
<n- ii°Ut eacb one driving to play the part of a b u lly , 
the • m en m a^ P erfectly  happy without making

misery of others the condition of their happiness. 
, ‘diirally the cranks have excited a great deal of 

Woln0?ity. They have roused the enmity of all the 
<i !'Tippers of things-as-they-are, and of all those 
t «d-headed practical men of business,”  whose con- 
n .'bt for crank theorists leads them to ruin their 

'«hbours iu the hope that it will turn them into 
°”  customers, and who are now clamouring that theonly

Way to encourage friendly feelings in your

neighbours is to make it clear that you are willing, 
and able, to punch their heads on the slightest provo
cation. Ani yet I imagine that when Carlyle’s muse 
of history comes to reflect on the matter, it is likely 
that he, or she, will decide that it is the dreams of the 
cranks of yesterday that have very often become the 
accepted truths of to-day, while the hard-headed prac
tical man will figure as an unimaginative fool who is 
quite unable to foresee the future because he is incapa 
able of understanding the present. And when that is 
realized the world may, instead of building monu
ments to an “  Unknown Warrior,”  well decide to 
raise a very, very large monument to “  Cranks Past 
and Present.”  The world owes a great deal to its 
cranks.

* * * - A
A N otable Crank

If and when the day arrives that thè world is 
ready to realize how much it owes to its cranks, I 
think that among those who will be gratefully re 
membered as having helped to make the world better 
than it might otherwise have been, will be the author 
of Creed and Kinship (H. S. Salt. Constable, 5s.). 
He deserves a prominent place in the world of crank- 
dom. Born in 1851, Mr. Salt has spent the whole óf 
his long manhood in the advocacy and the practice of 
cranky, unpopular and “  dangerous ”  beliefs. Now, 
at over eighty years of age he cheerfully advertises 
himself as ‘ ‘A  Socialist, a Vegetarian, a Freethinker, 
a vigorous opponent of killing for sport, and an un
compromising Pacifist,”  and presents the world with a 
Testament to illustrate that the claim is no idle one. 
I think the list might have been extended— I am sure 
it could, but probably the publisher dropped a hint 
that the catalogue was already long enough and black 
enough. Anyhow, the man who can write such a 
confession and does it calmly and without apology or 
circumlocution, deserves the name which he says 
some journalistic friend gave him, “  A  compendium 
of all the cranks.” Mr. Salt not only repeats thè 
characterization, but apparently receives it, as it 
ought to lie received when coming from an ordinary 
journalist, as a compliment.

The name was applied to Mr. Salt because, the giver 
explained, Mr. Salt “  advocated not this or that 
humane reform, but all of them,”  and to this the 
reply is given : —

That is just what I desire to do. For what I an
ticipate is a fusion, a compendium of certain great 
causes ; and I am less concerned about the irreclaim- 

-nbles, who feel no interest in these matters, but jnst 
cling to tbe old watchwords, than about those part 
humanitarians who see a portion of the problem— 
Socialism, perhaps, or some question of the welfare 
of animals—yet do not grasp its meaning or signific
ance as a whole. . . . The creed which is to come 
includes a number of beliefs that are at present held 
separately, if at all; whereas my argument is that it 
is only when they are held as one that they can be
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understood, that it is saner to be compendious than 
incoherent. The real crank is not the man who 
studies these matters collectedly, but the man who, 
except here and there refuses to study them at all.

Mr. Salt, it will be noted, sees life as a whole, and 
however much the circumstances demand that special 
emphasis shall be placed on one aspect of life, it is 
well to bear in mind that life is a whole, and must be 
ultimately treated as such. It is the enforcement of 
this that has been the main object of Mr. Salt’s life, 
and he is as cheerful over it as an octogenarian as he 
was when a young man. I do not think there is a 
single humanitarian reform he has not advocated, nor 
has he waited for them to acquire a degree of respect
able popularity before he [tressed them on public at
tention. He was a Socialist, when to be one invited 
all the vulgar abuse that is now poured on Commun
ism; and an avowed Freethinker when that term was 
made synonymous with the vilest rascality, and when 
the better treatment of criminals and the immorality of 
inflicting pain on animals, were treated as possible in
dications of incipient insanity. Mr. Salt’s belief in the 
“  Creed of Kinship ” — the kinship of man with the 
whole of sentient life— if it is occasionally stretched a 
little farther than exact science would warrant—  
at least forms as solid a base as any for his confession 
of faith, since the realization of that faith means a 
broadening and a deepening of those feelings and 
ideas on which the welfare of civilization depends.

* * *

A  P ra c t ic a l T h eo rist
But we are not in contact with one of those short

sighted, sentimental reformers who expects to reform 
the world in a year, and disgruntedly retires from the 
task because the work is not complete in eighteen 
months. Mr. Sait is a very deadly kind of crank be
cause he is prepared to wait. He is so sure of his 
ground that relmil only gives a pleasurable anticipa
tion to the coming victory. After all, there is the 
whole of the future as the framework for reform. “ If 
a hundred years may effect but little change, a thou
sand may afft ct more. . . . There is, in fact, no limit 
to the time in which humane influence may be brought 
to bear on this brutal and barbarous mankind. . . .  I 
think the folk who smile so knowingly at the mention 
of a possible release from the savageries I have named 
are not quite so clever as they deem themselves, and 
that the ‘ crankiness ’ of which they talk, may prove 
in the long run to have been less on the humanitarian 
side than their own.”

It is this large and leisurely view of human pro
gress, with its recognition of the many difficulties 
that lie in the way, that should make the chapter on 
the thorny question of vivisection less irritating to 
critics than it otherwise might be. Correctly Mr. Salt 
argues that the inevitability of inflicting some pain 
provides no justification for inflicting any kind of 
pain on the animal world; but he rather overstrains 
the conclusions to be drawn from the experiments of 
Sir J. C. Bose on the sensitivity of plants. The likeness 
between the sensitiveness of plants and that of ani
mals is not precise; the one is merely symbolic of the 
other, and there is some allowance to be made for the 
differences between the sensitiveness of the different 
stages of the animal world— including the world of 
man.

* * •*
A  Freethin ker’s Creed

Mr. Salt's book covers a very wide range of topics, 
as one might gather from what has been said. It 
also lends itself so much to citation as to make selec-1 
lion difficult. But there are one or two passages 
specially applicable to the present time. There is 
this on war : —

It is useless to talk of ]>eace, and to pray for it as 
we do, so long as all the sentiment that men can 
muster is expanded on war, or on ceremonies relat
ing to war-burials in the Abbey, sermons about 
patriotism, and love of king and country, royal in
spection of Guards of Honour, and the like. Al 
such fooleries can be stopped, and must be stopped, 
if we are serious in desiring peace; for wars wil 
never end so long as we picture them as heroic.

\\ e are all ready to recognize the evil influence of 
m ilitary displays in Germ any, but few will..r.egaid 
the ultim ate effects of the w ay in which the Jubilee is 
being utilized to make great m ilitary displays in Efl.C" 
land. But, of course, our m ilitary displays, at what 
should be predom inantly civic ceremonies, are in the 
interests of peace and national security. I fancy " 1 
have heard the same from G oeriug and H itler. There 
is also this on crime and criminals : —

We begin to see . . . that the criminal is himself 
a product and reflection of social conditions. Socieb 
grows its criminals first, and then punishes them 
afterwards; it is society itself that is to blame. The 
sum of the whole matter is that if we wish to get rid 
of our criminals, we must cease to manufacture them I 
and this cannot be done without a complete reform 
of the present social system.

nth
lid

This teaching is at least as old as Beccaria, but "  
the notion of “  getting level ”  with the criminal, a------- ------- Cs v ' V ALII
the persistence of the religious notion of punish” 
in the minds of judges and law-makers, it still nee 
saying.

T he author has summed-up at the end of his 1 
face the teachings of his book, and these may 1 
be presented here as an implied challenge to a ^ 
part of our “  civilization,”  and to the whole of our 
ligion. These beliefs are : —

That our present so-called “  civilization ”  is 
“  manner of speaking,”  and in fact quite a 
state compared with what may be already foresee • 

That the basis of any real morality must he 
sense of kinship between all living beings. m

That there can be no abiding national welfare n” 
the extremes of wealth and poverty are abolish61 • .

That warfare will not be discontinued until " 
have ceased to honour soldiering as heroic.

That the rights of animals have henceforth t° 
considered, and that such practices as cruel spo 
vivisection, and flesh-eating are not compatible "  
civilized life. . ^

That Freethought is essential to progress, and 
the religion of the future will be a belief in a t-W 
of Kinship, a charter of human and sub-human 
lationships.

Chapman Cohen-

ALTRUISM  AND EGOISM

Altruism (other -love) is just as natural as egoism (■sC 
love) is. There is not so much of it in the world as tbĉ  
is of egoism. But that is simply the misfortune of 0 
place of existence. There is no reason why r
might not have been as much, or even more, ,
different conditions. With the same antecedents, ” 1’  ̂
ing can, of course, happen differently from what da1 
happen. But with different antecedents, different ca” sL” 
the results are bound to be different. Civilized men • 
not beings of altruism, because they are not the 
of that kind of causes. But there is no reason why 
might not be a world— several of them, in fact, or c' 
a universeful— where the inhabitants have never kw>” 
or heard of such an indelicate thing as of beings pir ) , 
ring themselves to others— where it is as natural  ̂
them to act toward each other according to what we t‘ 
the Golden Rule, as it is for us terrestial heathens 
violate it. It is possible to conceive of beings with c' j

wi,Q —̂«.lit...... 1.. ~t,e 0too much altruism. The ideal condition is one
balanced egoism and altruism—one in which each tin” 
as much of others as he does of himself, no more and ” 
less.— /. Howard Moore, “  The Universal Kinship■”
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Shakespeare and Dem ocracy

" We can all think, and that is the only true beginning 
°f Peace and Progress throughout the world.”

G. K. Chesterton.
“ Great books are not the only good ones. Any book 

is a good book if anyone gets any good out of it.
A. St. J- Adcock.

)Vas vShakespeare a Tory or a Democrat ? Number-
,ess critics have attempted an adequate answer to tliis
"'teresting question, but in nearly every instance,
according to their own political leanings. Bernard
' •aw, in the strange company of the Morning Post,
■ 'mes the opinion that Shakespeare was a hidebound
''dictionary in politics, and many Socialists hate
echoed the same views with the faithfulness of gramo
phone records.

Other men, other views. 
'Mutts whether he should 

liberal

Professor Dowden had 
label Shakespeare 

,,, or “  Conservative,”  and the poet, Swin-
Crar,le> h>ttnd-that the author of Hamlet was a Demo- 
sf 1 tile other hand, John Morley considered
^la espeare was a Feudalist, and to William Archer 
Shak̂ >eared an ar*st°crat. Frank Harris found that 
^ '« P e a re  was a gentleman in the truest sense, 
of * if ^'e “̂01lservative press always hail the greatest 

dramatists as a “  sound Tory.”  Amid this 
»Si aMle babel of voices the plays and poems of 
]h,]■  T ’ tcare provide the only key to the Master’s 
Hi 'Ca* sympathies, and the evidence contained in 
the, 1 should make clear what Shakespeare really 
biu ' i '1*’ and felt on these momentous questions that 

filV a* 1Tlen's ¡marts and consciences.
""is l<l̂ esheare, as revealed in his voluminous works, 
tjj S ‘d °ve party feeling, and did not find ill alone in 
nJc meanest of his fellow creatures. He lived, it is 
I, .e' Sary to recall, at a time when a padded and 
diva,lt'C 0̂o' ’ such as James the First, might claim 
Wr"  ̂ without being laughed at. Shakespeare

111 the bad old days when Democracy, in its 
tjj ' fcl 11 sense, was as unknown as the aeroplane or 
tur Sll.'n"arine. His detachment from the theological 
Cocj!'0'? '¡’e days when Europe was a sanguinary
pi 'Pit of religious bigotry, ought, in itself, to sup- 
,lN 'l ^J'urautee that he could suspend his own judg- 
Sli i 111 ’"atters political, no less than religious. 
1m ? Sl-eare has many messages for his countrymen,

’’’ere
hilt f

e'v more valuable or more opportune than that 
'•if« ¡1art-v partisanship is a natural bane. That 
^  ’s implicit, and to discerning readers, ex-

Uo
ln his works, beyond cavil and dispute. There 

8Hd 11eef̂  tearing text from context in the plays, 
Slyi ^dmring the views of his many puppets on 
,, mspeare himself. As well might we make Shake- 

U lnurderer because he was the author of Mac- 
|)L ’ a binatic because he wrote King Lear, a lecher 

he sung of “  The Rape of Eucrece.”  
s, ; . ( «ey Eee, to whose untiring industry in Shake- 
t],,(j rL‘:l” scholarship we all owe so much, pointed out 
M blaster often states both sides of a question 
e|, ' Jr’ous utterances placed in the mouths of his 
his '“flcrs. This is a really distinguishing mark of 
few”and, for it is few men who can do this, and still 
of ]jl Doets. It was this extraordinary judicial power 
J0])i|<>'d’ng the scalts of justice firmly that caused 
ki, ' " s ’̂n say that Shakespeare was not only un- 
ln^V'de, but inconceivable. The angry utterances 
Ath .lnto die mouth of a man-hater like Timon of 
IHv»*11S’ .or dm bitter outbursts of Coriolanus, do not

Shakespeare himself was hostile to the 
Nor do they make Shakespeare inferior to

’oni!Ca)i ' as a poet, because Milton was a fiery Repub- 
Ui1(] ’ whilst Shakespeare introduces kings, queens, 

•"’’ices among his puppets.

The truth is that Shakespeare stood for no class. 
He remains the poet of all, rich and poor alike. He 
cannot legitimately be made to support the people 
against the aristocracy, the nobleman against the citi
zen. All may learn from him; the monarch the 
necessity of good government; the people that the 
Kingly state is not always to be envied. The,states
man may learn that popular verdicts are unstable, 
and the agitator that order and contentment are 
essential to a country’s prosperity. Shakespeare did 
think about political matters. He had opinions, but 
in him the artist was always stronger than the poli
tician.

Shakespeare was quite modern and democratic in 
his treatment of women in his plays. Indeed, he was 
far in front of all his contemporaries in this respect, 
for he depicts women as being in every way the equals 
of men. The brilliant and witty Beatrice is more than 
a match for the smart Benedick, and Emilia holds her 
own against the villainous lago. In the play of 
“  Macbeth,”  it is the woman who has the master- 
mind, and her husband is as clay in her capable 
hands. What comradeship, too, there is, between great 
Caesar and his wife, and Brutus and Portia. What 
tribute there is in the welcome given by Coriolanus to 
his wife, quite in “  the high Roman way.”  The poet 
Shelley paid a beautiful compliment to a friend by 
likening her to “  one of Shakespeare’s women,”  and 
Robert Ingersoll w ell said : “  Shakespeare has done 
more for women than all the other dramatists of the 
world.”

Consider, also. Shakespeare’s equally broad-minded 
view of men. As in the case of Shylock, the Master 
rose superior to religious prejudices, so, in the case 
of Othello, lie ignored prejudices concerning race, 
lie  had, too, a democratic dislike of men who “ having 
before gored the gentle bosom of peace with pillage 
and robbery, make wars their bulwark.”  “ How soon 
mightiness turns to misery,”  could be taken as a 
motto for all Shakesjieare’s historical plays. “  Un
easy lies the head that wears a crown ” is Shake
speare’s as well as Henry the Fourth’s comment. 
Does not Richard the Second put a mine of experience 
in brief space when he says : —

“ Sometimes am I King,
Then treason makes me wish myself a beggar,
And so 1 am ; then crushing penury 
Persuades me I was better when a King.”

Shakespeare’s political aloofness is shown in the 
words : —

“ Well, whiles I an; a beggar, 1 will rail,
And say there is no sin but to be rich,
And being rich, my virtue then shall be 
To say (here is no vice but beggary.”

What searching criticism is in the passage : —
“  How quickly Nature falls into revolt 

When gold becomes her object.”

A similar idea is in the following : —
“ Plate sin with gold,

And the strong lance of justice hurtless breaks;
Arm it in rags, a pigmy’s straw doth pierce it.”

These words, if written in our time, would be re
garded as democratic. Three centuries ago, when 
the people had but few rights, Shakespeare held the 
balance steady. The quality of justice was as little 
’strained in him as the quality of mercy. The pro
found and intimate knowledge of mankind, which 
went to the making of his matchless genius was not 
without pity, not only for his fellow-men but also 
for animals. He was great and good enough to say, 
“  There is no darkness but ignorance.”  Shakespeare 
stands, not for Toryism, nor for Radicalism, but for 
Humanity, which existed before all party and poli
tical shibboleths, and will survive them all. Shake
speare’s splendid genius is like a pure, white flame,
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which, seen amid the grime and bigotry of those far- 
off days, remains a beacon to those who appreciate the 
best and noblest in literature.

Bear in mind that Shakespeare devoted his life to 
public amusement. His very name suggests joy and 
emancipation to the hearts of men. Despite the con
fident assurance in the sonnets that his work would 
outlast the gilded monuments of princes, he was 
cordial, gentle, kindly and modest. His contempor
aries so esteemed him. His was not the kind of great
ness which says : “  I am Sir Oracle, and when I ope 
my mouth let no dog bark,”  but the rarer kind which 
has love, regard, and service for all. He might have 
used of himself the arresting words he puts in the 
mouth of the clown in “  Twelfth Night ”  : “ I am 
one of those gentle ones that will use the devil himself 
with courtesy.”  Similar ideas abound in Shake
speare’s works. He chose the beautiful lips of the in
comparable Portia to condemn the folly and wicked
ness of torture, which was then common in the entire 
jurisprudence of Christendom. Where else is there a 
similar protest in contemporary literature? The man 
who made this protest was not a Stone-Age Conserva
tive, but a Democrat, in the highest sense of that 
much-abused word.

Mimnermus.

The Canon Misfires

A re the Dopers D o p e d ?

T he Rev. Canon, otherwise “  Dick ”  Sheppard, has 
w'ritten a book, in which he stands revealed as an 
optimistic rhapsodist and a violent critic of his own 
Church. Dr. .Sheppard is evidently keen on showing 
himself to be very unconventional; and after his dia
tribes against the Leaders of the Church of England, 
one is left wondering why he doesn’t establish an 
organization of his own? Like Jack Sheppard of old 
(though he has preferred to adopt Dick Turpin’s 
“  Christian ”  name) he levels his blunderbuss at the 
heads of the Anglican Teachers of Theology, cursing 
them for their aloofness from other communions; and 
charging them with responsibility for exploitation, 
war, slums, and unemployment. He prefers dyna
mite to dope; and is filled with indignation at the com
placent off-putting of his own ecclesiastical leaders.

Well, this sounds all very bold and daring. But 
Dr. Sheppard underestimates the power of the wealthy 
supporters of clerics in all denominations. These are 
the gentlemen who pay the piper, and they insist on 
calling the tune that the piper is to play. The 
Christian Churches cannot afford to entertain the 
policy of Canon Sheppard. And even if they did, 
can he suppose that the deliverance of humanity is to 
be secured by rhapsodies, by veneration and adora
tion of a supposititious supreme being, who has per
mitted his earthly representatives so long to mis
represent him— assuming that Dr. Sheppard is right 
in his charges against those of them who direct the 
policy and propaganda of his own Church?

Dr. Sheppard, like a few more, is in the habit of 
proclaiming from time to time that “ Man is by his 
very nature a religious being ” — that he must wor
ship something higher than himself. This is just as 
much dope as the sort of thing Dr. Sheppard con
demns in his own Church. The Apostle Paul laid it 

•down most emphatically that man is by nature at 
enmity against Cod; and the enmity is reciprocal. 
Man by his very nature, when he is informed of the 
true facts, is the very opposite of a religious being. 
He may wear a label or badge of religion; but he 
never, in bis ordinary life and work, and daily walk 
and conversation, regards or accepts, or uses religion

an a vital force for any purpose. Like the rest of his 
doped brethren, Dr. Sheppard is chained to the super
stitious belief that something or somebody external to 
himself can save man. It is this belief which has 
eaten like a canker into the very heart of hunianh} 
and justified all kiiuls of cruelty. There have been u° 
lights so full of bad blood, ill-feeling and venom, as re
ligious fights; and if an ardent believer in Cod conies 
up against an unbeliever, anything that he does to 
injure the latter is justified Happily secular legisla
tion has so far stayed the hand of the Christian bigot;

it is remarkable how many ways are still avails e 
to him by which he can injure the unbeliever, e.g-> 
by ostracism, boycott, slander and vilification. If 
has been quite a common thing for Christians to repre" 
sent Atheists as perverted, dishonest, immoral and un
clean in mind. The Christian policy has ever been to 
identify Christianity with all that is pure, lovely, a0il 
of good report. On this last count, if Canon Sheff
ie ld  ls to be believed, there are some ugly condition  ̂
not merely for which the Church is responsible, but 
which it has actually created !

It is not to be supposed that Canon Sheppard is alto
gether a voice crying in the wilderness. He has hah 
a large measure of popular support from thousands, 
and it must be assumed that he has brother clencS 
who think as he does. Well, if the Church is what j* 
says ,t is, and what these others think it is—"*1-'' 
don t they start a Church of their own, and show the 
" or < how they can deliver it from its ills? It w° , 
not be the first secession, and it would not be the 
last 1

The discouraging fact is that Christianity has been 
tinned this way and that, and applied to human bve 

vf r-vn,g forms and under different conditions- 1 
has had myriads of interpreters and boosters in 
these forms and under all these conditions. It h*J 
had every chance to change the face of the world; “ 
abolish wretchedness and supply jo y  to feed ‘lie

rod o ft*
orW
have

nil’

hungry and clothe the naked; to break the 
tyrant and set the people free— and look at the

Thereto-day after 2,000 years of Christianity
been enthusiasts like _ __l t __
in the history of the Christian Church; but whjj ^  
their enthusiasms do for mankind? No, C‘ ., 
Sheppard knows as well as anybody else that the 
Ecclesiastical Corporations are not going to rUU 
risk of dissolution by any drastic scheme of Rc ^  
even though it may be proved to be in harmony .  ̂
what Christ taught. Business is Business, and 0 
is a job— even when it is only a Bishop’s.

A point stressed by Canon Sheppard for the 
vancement of improved conditions and the sah’J• .„  
of mankind is co-operation between differing Clu11’

Canon Sheppard time and

ad
ió0

,tia0
communions. lie  is keen seeing Roman a01

Creek Catholics, Anglicans and Nonconformist® 
working together for common ends. Need he gtaP 

a0d
there? Why not include Jews, M oham m edans  ̂
all other Supernaturalists throughout the world ? 
trouble is that each faith believes it is the sole

iH0f
>a0'pository of Divine truth; and Dr. Sheppard’s 

modest aspiration is enough to be considering lT>e  ̂
w hile! It is as likely to be realized as the eXpe 
tion of seeing snow in hell. $

No, it is for Canon Sheppard and every other 01 ̂  
and woman stirred by humane feelings to get doW0 
bedrock and find the root cause of all human s0 ^  
ing. It is to be found summed up in the simple f 
easily understood word— “  Creed.”  T11 wliid'y 
relationship man is placed with his fellows, the c 
trine of “  Everyone for himself ”  has never be 
questioned— far less eradicated. Creed inV0* 
competition of a cut-throat kind; relentless rivalry.
during emulation. In society and in business d*'

e0'
AC

things are to be taken for granted; and when yO0
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ûter the Church you find them embedded theie too. 
Fie younger clergy jostle one another after ordination 
fur “ higher ”  posts. Touting, canvassing and 
Waggery are all practised unblushingly for personal 
advancement. Sordid ambitions rule everywhere— in 
the Church and outside the Church. The amazing 
thing is that preachers and teachers of humanitarian
's«» are equally, with the financial thugs of the Mar
ket Place, keen on retaining and increasing the 
"ealth which their talents or popularity have reaped 
h'i them ! Is it surprising that there are movements 
towards communal action to restrict the power of 
greed ? What the world needs is security. Seek ye 
fu'st an equitable distribution of knowledge, and of 
the fruits of the earth and all other things shall be
added unto you.

Ig n o tu s .

Current Christian Apologetics

Scientific Theory and Religion (Bishop Byrnes, 1933).
I ale (Very Rev. W. R. Inge, 1934).
Nature, Man and God (Archbishop Temple, 1935).

, Contribution of Christianity to Ethics (C. C. T.
Webb> 1934) -

1 he Revolt Against Mechanism (Rev. L. P. Jacks, 
1934)-.

'i'he World and God (Rev. IP. S. Box).

a *1''' 's too brief for the militant Freethinker to pay 
;ui(ln^°n everF effusion from the Christian pen,
f, 111 any case the monotonous mediocrity of such 
'r°r ls hardly calculated to render their perusal a 

sj ? ‘tuhle experience. The most one can do is to con- 
Cl LT l.f'e apologetics of the various leaders, and so set 

'ristians an example in keeping familiar with such 
'uihs of their opponents.

q  Jle keenest and best informed intellect among 
n n,stians to-day is easily Bishop Barnes. Bear in 
j( however, that his eminence is rather misleading 

 ̂ Vlew of the low standard set by his colleagues on 
jj]le Tench. Still, a great portion of his book reads 
vtr, a general handbook o f . scientific knowledge.
I letker the Bishop has properly used that know- 

1 £’e> in making philosophical conclusions is not so 
tain. He is most at home in physical science, to 

11, about half his pages are devoted, and he rejects 
j,‘e idea that Material ism is discredited in this branch, 
mergy, pe allows, belongs to the material world, and
the

ldi
suggestion that radiant energy is spiritual im-

a complete failure to understand the implications 
the analysis of matter.”

Outside physics he is apt to cling to favourable 
Philosophical speculations rather than scientific 
Eductions, and he gives to “  emergence ”  a quite un
warranted significance. For the Materialist 
'Polities emerge out of conditions, notfr

new 
into them,

'«ii some obscure spiritual region 
'Though he calls his position Moderate Realism, it 

Ca,Uiot he distinguished from Objective Idealism with 
!*'e transcendent Absolute. Things “  have a real and 
'«dependent existence,”  he says, "  because they exist 
111 Fie mind of God,”  and the earth existed before 
’«an only because God held it as an idea. Barnes is 
"hve, however, to the difficulty that in God’s mind 
’here must be such things as filth, disease, cruelty
"ai- and he attributes this to God having given the
World a degree of independence. Apparently this pur
ports to explain why God’s ideas are filthy, cruel, 
arbaric, diseased, and it is here the bishop, not the 

lruth’-seeker, who offers a God who ejects ideas 
Which, when they are found unworthy of him, must 
have somehow got out of control:—with God’s permis- 
s'°n ! God, that is, permits cruelty unrestrained ex-

I pression. Belief in God, he contends, stands or falls 
with belief in survival, and he will not rest content 
with any abstract Deity. Science, he holds, cannot 
arrive at God, simply because Good and Evil do not 
enter its scheme (his book is comparatively deficient 
in treatment of the complex sciences). “  Until we 
can think of God as Father,”  responsive and helpful, 
he is not the object of religious aspiration, but merely 
“  the end of a limited range of speculative enquiry.”

One cannot expect Barnes to be used widely from 
the pulpit. Pages of his book exhibit mathematical 
formulae which will embarrass the x>ious.

In Vale there is the personal and homely touch, 
and more about the ex-Dean’s beloved Plotinus. He 
has no use for mysticism when it comes from popular 
revivalists and evangelists, and considers his own and 
Plotinus’ communion with the inscrutable mys
teries, on an entirely different footing. Inge again 
defends birth-control and advocates a smaller popula
tion.

The Archbishop of York’s Gifford Lectures for 
1932-4 (Nature, Man and God), contain, among their 
530 pages, the startling confession that “ the eager 
interest on the part of theologians in the supposed 
discovery of indeterminacy at the basis of the physical 
world ”  is “  misplaced.”

Temple believes ardently in the Fall, which was 
“  not utterly necessary,”  but “  too probable not to 
happen,”  so that “  sin falls within the Divine pur
pose.”  Better a redeemed world, he thinks, than one 
that had not known sin.

On the philosophical side he calls himself a Dialec
tical Realist, akin to Marxo-Leninism without Com
munist implications. Like Marx he follows the Hegel 
line, but through the late Bernard Bosanquet.

According to Clement Webb, of Oxford, Christian 
ethics, when based mainly on Christ in the New 
Testament, are superior to all others. Coming from 
the Old Testament, the notion of neighbourly duty is 
given a new significance in Christ, and his teaching 
combines the Stoic notion of human brotherhood, the 
religious loyalty of the Jew, and the Roman concep
tion of a world-wide society. Christianity must, 
however, readjust itself, he thinks, to modern 
demands.

From personal contacts T should say Unitarianism 
is now reactionary; this “  half-way house ”  has shed 
its Martineau for a Jacks, who in this book employs 
an obsolete Bergsonian interpretation for mechanism. 
The cultural attainments of the Unitarian Monthly 
are rather deplorable, both in style and substance, and 
probably the most intelligent Unitarians to-day, 
having abandoned chapel-going, read the Hibbert 
Journal or even join the R.P.A.

The Rev. H. S. Box’s book is notable for a criticism 
of the scholastic approach to> Theism.

* # *

The foregoing remarks, while not, of course, in the 
nature of a review, may serve to indicate a prevalent 
fact about apologetics to-day, i.e., Churchmen still 
quarrel.

For instance, the writings of Prof. Jacks cannot be 
welcome among the die-hards; he is too fond of point
ing out Religious Perplexities, to quote one of his 
titles. And the criticisms levelled by Box at scliool- 
nten like St. Anselm have earned him the reproaches 
of his colleagues in the faith (e.g., Webb). And what 
of luge’s championing birth-control, while other 
equally ordained disciples of God say otherwise? 
Compare, too, the Archbishop of York’s assurance 
that religion has nought to gain from indeterminacy, 
with the eager acceptance of that theory by others. 
And Temple is right. Let Determinism be flung to 
the winds, let caprice rule the entire world, let matter
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be annihilated, let the universe run down or blow it
self up or do what it likes, let electrons jump and 
romp about “  in fancy free,”  and religion gains not 
one iota.

The Freethinker may modestly ask what sort of a 
God it is that “  calls ”  clerics to their profession, in
spires them all with his holy truth, and then has to 
watch them commit themselves to various mutually 
conflicting opinions? Scientists may legitimately 
differ when facts are wanting, but how can this apply 
to a religion Revealed and Established ?

G. H. T aylor.

H oly W a rs

A leader  of church thought calls for an authoritative 
pronouncement of the Church on the question of War. 
He says the Church stands at the cross-roads; either it 
must follow the State into militarism, or it must bear the 
stigma of pacifism.

As well ask the Bishops to give their blessing to con
traception as to ask this ! All history shows that the 
Church is militant in the temporal as well as the re
ligious sense. What wars have been waged in the name 
of the Church, what horrors have been perpetrated under 
the cloak of Christianity! No national interest, no pro
tection of rights, and no suppression of an oppressor 
caused the Crusades. They were simply the result of re
ligious fervour.

In living memory we have the State Established 
Church stirring up “  Patriotism,” calling on the masses 
to gird their loins with bayonets to put down the un
speakable Hun, to uphold Right, to fight for a better, 
Christianlike world.

Those same people who swallowed that sort of 
rhetoric were, a few years later, asking why the Almighty 
allowed such slaughter to continue, why there was no 
divine intervention to blast for ever from this pleasant 
world pagans who bombed civilians and used poison gas. 
Without doubt, the German pastors were, on their side, 
fermenting their flocks with similar platitudes. The 
brutes who could blockade and starve a nation were 
surely forgotten of God and ripe for Hell?

To play upon man’s susceptibility to religion is the 
surest way to trouble known. It has been going on in 
Ireland for centuries; the principle, slightly disguised, 
has been the corner-stone of “  peaceful penetration ”  of 
all savage lands. Either the missionaries come first or 
the soldiers; the result is much the same. Religion is 
either the direct cause of conflict, or it is the excuse.

Critics have it that Germany has evolved a new form of 
so-called paganism. The word goes round the Churches; 
words are hot, tempers rise, soon action will be called 
for.

It is strange that two European countries, Russia and 
Germany, have arrived at similar destinations, the 
putting down of the old form of Christianity, and the 
substitution of another cult, wherein the power of the 
Church is broken, by vastly different methods and for 
dissimilar reasons. Russia is avowedly Atheist because 
religion has no place in her own economic order, and in
terferes with the liberty of the proletariat. Germany 
rides roughshod over the might of the Church because 
her leaders want all the reins in their own hands; be
cause they want to use the institution of the Church for 
purposes other than its accepted one. Religion can stir, 
it can move people, madden them and urge them forward 
in almost irresistible surge. A powerful weapon, suit
ably controlled and directed!

Ret us. be logical! If we are to be cajoled, wheedled, 
or called upon to fight Germany in the interests of re
ligion, when finally she throws off the last remnant of it, 
why have we not yet fought Russia, who long ago went 
out-and-out pagan? Further, she has attempted, so ’tis 1 
said, to spread her doctrine of Atheism to other lands; [ 
while so far there has been no attempt by the Germans to 
propagate their form of militant Christianity over here.

No ! It will not do. We have enough on hand with
out interfering in other peoples’ domestic religions. We

are a tolerant race; our best friend may be a Mormon, 
a Seventh Day Baptist or an Indifferent. Each to liis own 
fancy. We objected very much when Spain and Rome 
sought to interfere; we could burn our heretics at the 
stake with the best of them.

Neither will we brook interference with matters of State 
which may or may not arise. Ret the Church, which is 
sitting pretty behind the State upon which, part of it at 
any rate, depends for its continued affluence and p°s*' 
tion, stick to its last.

It is bad enough to have puny politicians muddling ns 
into and out of Wars without the added danger of 
meddling parsons. The living mean more to the State 
and so to the Church— in man-power than mere names on 
the village war-memorial.

A. F. W illiam s.

Acid Drops

The Dean of Canterbury, Dr. Hewlett Johnson, 
that there is a great decrease of “  formal religious 'n< 
ledge ”  in the country. By this he means less be R ^  
Christian doctrines and less religious belief in the 
But the Dean is not one to cry “  stinking fish. ‘ 
explains that “  the real spirit of Christianity is fal 11 
widespread to-day than in the past.”  So that the ^  
belief there is in Christian AW riiiM the strnnoer Cl*

•¡she*ianity gets. It is obvious that if Dean Johnson Wis 
people to grow more Christian he should advise his c°to
gregation that there is no need for them to' colllĈ oC. 
Church, or to read the Bible, or to believe in set (l 
trines. The less they have of these things, the 
Christians they will become. The upshot of the w  ̂
matter is that Dean Johnson appears to have a "  . , ],c 
post for teaching people to believe in things whic 1 
also tells the world they are better without. No w°!1 
the mental calibre of the clergy sinks year by year.

•f \(X'The Daily Express, ever ready to exploit the 
norant section of its readers, having noted the F c‘l , 
speech, turns on one of its temporarily disengaged „ 
boys to inform the world that the “ ideals of se n 1^  
abroad, have been “ chiefly created and preserved bv 
Churches, the Bibles and the Prayer-books.”  '‘.c 
catches the flats both ways. It secures those who be*1 
in the supreme value, of churches, bibles, and Pr£l' . () 
books, and it also grabs those muddled-lieaded ones '  
do not care much for bibles, prayer-books and Churc ‘ 
but gibber about ideals or service and the “ Spirit of 1  ̂
Christianity.”  But fools arc caught so easily tb‘l 
must provide poor sport.

Four women were fined £5 each at Marlborough Etr' 
Police Court 011 April 30 for telling fortunes. The ioo ■ 
W hy did thev not get themselves registered as a rclig11’1. 
organization, and mix up their prophecies about 1 
world with other prophecies about the next ?

The game is so e a sy ! Tell a man what will bapl”̂  
to him next week, or next year, and you may be fined 0 
imprisoned. Take money from him for securing l’is 
lief from purgatory or hell, or for getting the soul of h’ 
father or mother out of purgatory, and it is an act of 1 
ligion, and nothing follows—either here or liereafR ' 
Really there are so many ways of safely getting a 
honest living, it is surprising that so many ad°l^ 
schemes that are almost certain, sooner or later, to b’1’1 
them in trouble.

Truth has a way of appearing in the most uncxpecR1' 
places. It has always been a sufficient reply to th°!' 
who talked about the “  saving ”  quality of Christianity’ 
that it at least never succeeded in saving the ancie" 
world from decay, and that, in fact, the decay went 0,1 
most rapidly when the Christian Church gained poWc1, 
Now Canon Streeter, addressing the International Ed’1' 
cation Conference at Copenhagen, points out that tl”- 
Greco-Roman civilization was the highest and best tlnd 
humanity had j’et achieved, and that “ if the earl.'
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Christian Church had been a little more Christian, it
would have succeeded in regenerating the Roman Em
pire.”

° f  course, the Canon had to “  save his face,”  so mtro- 
¡hiced the passage just cited. If the Christian Church 
had been more Christian ! Remember that the Canon is 
leaking of the time nearest the beginning, when the 
'"fluence of Jesus was greatest, and already it was too 
had to do what it might have done had it been better. 
,*he Christian Church failed to save civilization because 
11 was too Christian, and civilization could only tolerate 
t,le Church when it become less “  pure ”  and more cor- 
ruPt. That is, when it lost a deal of Christianity and 
1 anie to something like terms with human decency and 
commonsense.

•he Popc iias had sollle thousands of masses said in 
javour of peace. Now the Christian World asks for a 

World concert”  of prayer for the same end. The immedi- 
reply is for the nations to go on making increased pre

parations for war, which looks either that none of them 
'»ink the Lord is likely to do anything in the matter, 

if he did, and peace was assured for a definite peiiod, 
Ten we should not be surprised if a new war a ie- 
''Rious one— started as to whether the Protestant call or 

le Roman Catholic one did the trick. We feel inclined 
0 'ay a wager that the Lord will do nothing at all. A t 

i 'T rate we have never believed he made war, so we may
be excused believing that he has nothing to do with
Peace.

tlii/" S dand»S 1° illustrate certain hymns is now part of 
Ho ' ’"'feedings in some New York Churches. We have 
ri"h >U,)t 1>Ut provided, the dancing girls are of the 
l/iil .  ̂R’Hywood type, the congregations will increase. 
I, 1 11 the girls will adopt the dancing costume used 
p'i(li hivid, the man after God’s own heart, then, if the 

 ̂ 'e  do not interfere, there will not be a building in
"'erica large enough to accommodate the “ worshippers.” t t o  1

Sl|j.|,s the old lady said when she was first told of the 
til, "o ’1“ " <d Jcs"s  on the Cross, “  Let’s hope it isn’t 
S]l j ' Pile I.ord’s Day Observance Society is respon- 
nf n °̂r *d,e statement that King George reads a chapter 
ai fi'C ,*!'hle every day. We have no other, and no better, 

lority for the statement. Hut it seems slighting 
a \ Ki»g to be told that he belongs to the type that reads 
i/.'apter of the Bible every day, wet or fine, whether he 
. . IUsy or disengaged. Hut every man who occupies a 

’ lc position is exposed to slander.

. n,c Ingewortli Ruri-diaconal Conference called atten-
jt11,1 the “ alarming increase of atheistical propaganda 
I,. / 'le world.”  We have noticed this ourselves, but 

■ 'cu’t found it very “ alarming.” Hut what is the 
i "'wliaconal Conference of Ingeworth going to do about 
t,. , . dlc game of hiding one’s head in the sand and pre- 
] "j g that Atheism doesn’t exist is clearly no use. 
T "°ring it and inaugurating a mission or a day of 
of',, are also useless. That only adds to the gaiety

’l’s if the Conference induced a number of religious
, ltle ungodly and leaves religion where it was. Per

il's ¡r ,1 - • 1 ' 1 -------- „f „ i : „ : _____<i | .
^j'R-guns ”  to enter into public discussion with these 
, '«»tic propagandists something would happen. W 
iv, '<<Ve something mould happen, but the result 

’" « 1  not be likely to make Christians jump for joy.

Ini 1 P°'uted out some weeks ago that just as the 
¡//■ W of Queen Victoria set going a wave of imperial- 
s a"d militarism, which culminated in the war of 1914, 
s.' bc present Jubilee will be utilized to strengthen the 

forces. The first naked exhibition of this is seen 
tile issue of huge ]sisters (the largest ever used by the

..'"'y authorities) advising young men to commemorate 
h Jubilee Year by joining the army. The place ofUi

‘"'our that is being given to the armed forces in the 
R'bilee celebrations will also work to the same end.

Religion will, of course, have its gain in the general 
wave of reaction. The newspapers report that “ groups 
of women ”  went to St. Paul’s and enquired the exact 
spot on which the throne would be placed during the 
Jubilee ceremony. They then went down on their knees 
in prayer on what, we suppose, we ought to call the 
“  sacred ”  spot, and prayed earnestly. The clergy and 
the arm y! A very ancient and a very significant com
bination.

Mr. Gerald Bullett writes in the News-Chronicle, on 
“  What can we Believe?” Evidently “  we ”  can believe 
anything we please so long as we use terms with 
sufficient looseness, and make generalizations that mean 
nothing because they can be made to mean everything. 
Naturally, in the course of his article, Mr. Bullett, says 
some good, but not very original things; but what is one 
to make of such an expression as “  Man is an incorrig
ibly religious animal” ? This may mean that most men 
have everywhere acquired some sort of a religion, but if 
that is what it means, it is so well-known and admitted 
as to hardly be worth the saying. It may mean that 
man cannot do without a religion. If it means that, then 
Mr. Bullett must have lived as a recluse all his life 
not to have met many disproofs of the statement. Or 
perhaps it just means a line or two in a newspaper, and 
that would certainly be the most charitable interpreta
tion to put upon it.

Or take another passage :—
Now if the Christian ideal of civilization is threatened 

by political fanatics, whether abroad or at home, where 
do those of us stand who share that ideal, but are unable 
to swallow Christian theology ?

What is a Christian ideal that is distinct from Christian 
theology? The Christian ideal of life is based upon 
Christian theology, or the ideal is not a Christian one at 
all. W hy the Christian finds no meaning, or at least no 
meaning that is worth fighting for unless the basic as
sumptions of Christian theology are taken for granted.

The sort of stuff that Mr. Bullett provides his readers 
with can be ladled out by the yard by anyone with a cap
acity for stringing words together. But the world needs 
more than that at present. It needs clear thinking ex
pressed in precise language. We say the world needs 
this, but perhaps we ought to except the newspaper 
world, which evidently will not have, where religion is 
concerned, anything of the kind.

It really is too bad of St. Anthony of Padua. This 
holy saint’s help is always invoked by Roman Catholics 
to recover lost articles, but in the case of Mr. W. H. 
Godwin of Southampton, St. Anthony failed to do his 
duty. Mr. Godwin found his house ransacked of money 
and jewels, and, in addition, the thieves actually took 
a medallion stamped with the effigy of St. Anthony— and 
nothing happened. What a glorious opportunity was 
lost by the revered saint to prove the wonderful efficacy 
of Roman Catholicism in cases of this so rt!

It would be interesting to find out where the Church 
(or the Churches) really stood on the question of “ faith
healing.”  Speaking recently about it, the Bishop of 
Liverpool said : “  Tt is true you can produce results of a 
kind by a sudden appeal to the emotions . . .  it may 
bring immediate relief to som e; but in the end, and on 
the whole, it may do more harm than good.”  What 
have faitli-hcalers and Ilible-believers to say in reply to 
that ? And do the Churches agree with the Bishop of 
Liverpool ?

Discussing the “  problem ”  of whether women are 
worthy of admission to a “  Ministry ”  which boasts of 
the calibre of the majority of our parsons, Dr. Irene 
Robbins gives as the first reason generally dragged out 
in opposition, the “  Scriptural ”  one. Of course she 
claims that “ Paul’s attitude has probablv been misunder
stood.”  The great drawback of religion is that it always 
prevents people being straightforward when advocating 
ideas clearly opposed by their "revealed” scriptures. Paul 
is incapable of “  misunderstanding ”  on this point. Dr.



THE FREETHINKER May 12, 1935296

Robbins is right in disagreeing with Paul. She has no 
right to pretend that her opponents are “  misunderstand- j 
'mg ”  not only Paul but the entire Christian tradition. 1 
Christ chose twelve men. He preferred Judas to any | 
woman. Women of sense and progress should rejoice 
that modern women have thrown over Paul and the 
Christian view of woman’s inferiority.

“  A nose of w ax,”  to quote Luther’s graphic phrase, is 
much in evidence in the Christian World correspondence 
between the Rev. John Bevan and his critic. Bevan 

•quoted from Job, the well-known passage, “ Yet in my 
flesh shall I see God,” but quoted it as saying, “ Yet 
without my flesh shall I see God.”  His correspondent 
complains of the “  apparently garbled quotation.”  Mr. 
Bevan gives a host of authorities on the side of his own 
“  paraphrase.”  We are not complaining. It is a charm
ing book, the Bible. Stand it on its head, read it back
wards, drop in a negative where a positive stood, it 
makes no difference— it is still the Word of God— it is 
still man’s infallible guide.

The Archbishop of York claims that “  Christianity is 
making greater progress to-day than in any period of 
Christian history.”  This claim is a sort of mascot—  
whenever things look rather black, it is trotted out with 
super-confidence, and the people who already believe are 
ready to believe again. One pious writer, however, com
menting on the Archbishop does not seem quite so sure.
“  The Catholic religion,”  he admits, “  is assailed to-day 
as it has never been assailed before. The enemy is 
battering at the gate, but the city cannot fall. . . .”  
How often have we heard th is ! And how often
have we heard that Christianity has never yet 
failed— for it has never been tried. The truth is 
that during the past two hundred years and more, 
Christianity has been (and still is) on the defensive; and 
that many of the defences have fallen for ever. But we 
have 110 doubt that even if it were completely proved 
that both God and his son are myths, there would still 
be numbers of Christians shouting from deserted altars, 
that Christianity still stands like an impregnable rock.

On the other hand, a well known ecclesiastic, Father 
Clement, says “  To-day we are faced by the break-up of 
the Anglican Communion, riddled by the Modernism of 
all parties of that Communion, and deserted by the 
masses of the English population.”  Surely the good 
Father would not have admitted so much without good 
reason ? Does the Archbishop of York deny that the 
Anglican Church is riddled with what is now politely 
called “  Modernism,”  but which used to be called “ rank 
heresy” ? Is everybody in the Church ready to declare 
that the Bible is absolutely inspired of God, that the 
Virgin Birth is true, that Jesus is God himself, that lid 
flew up bodily to heaven after being dead for three days ? 
That people do go to Church we readily admit. But how 
much do they believe ?

Take the. quarrel between Dr. Major-and the Church 
Times, on “  Modernism.”  The worthy Doctor fills six 
pages of the Modern Churchman in eloquent denunica- 
tion of the paper, and what it stands for— that is, ex
treme Anglo-Catholicism. The Editor answers that with 
"extrem e ”  Modernism, he “  can have no more associa
tion than with militant Mohammedanism.”  He adds, 
that he believes it to be “ false immanentist philosophy, 
which tends to identify God with man and both with a 
mere aspect of universal nature.”  Whether this a correct 
description of “ Modernism” does not matter. What does 
matter, is that with these grave differences of opinion in 
his own Church to-day, the Archbishop of York can 
calmly, state that Christianity is making greater progress 
than at any other time in its history. What nonsense!

Archbishop Downey has discovered another new argu
ment against contraception. In opening a new Roman 
Catholic school in Liverpool the other day, he pointed , 
out that “  since iSafi, though twenty-two Council 
Schools have been built, the number of non-Roman

children in the city schools has increased by on y 
and that there is now excess accommodation tor > ^
In the same period seven Roman Catholic schoo ¡b 
accommodation for over 5,000, have been built. y
ditions do not alter, long before the end of the cê  ^  
Protestant Liverpool will have committed suicu e.̂  ^
one denies that the Catholic poor will nearly alwajs ere 
the Protestant poor in increasing the population. 
is some attempt among the latter to get the lieu sQ 
ledge and put it into practice. But Catholics a  ̂
much under the thumb of the w ily priests, are kep  ̂ a)Ui 
so densely ignorant and are taught that “  increa ^ 
multiply ”  is a Divine command specially addresse ^  
them, that it is no wonder they have a monopoly °. ^
families these days. Perhaps it will be the fann 
when they grow up, who will realize that after a >  ̂
spite of God, woman is not just a mere bieec 
machine.

The Church Congress will be held this yea: at F 11' n 
mouth, from October 8 to it. A  fine Agenda has ^  
prepared— mostly, it should be remembered, ôr it l 'fCpnr- 
lievers. The audience is nearly always composed 0 ^
sons and their followers, and some of the subjec 
admirably chosen. These good, earnest and S1 . f 
Christians will be able to hear lectures on “  Groun - ^ 
Belief in Christianity,”  “ The Witness of the Chmc 
Christ,”  “ What is Christianity?”  “ Christ in 
perience of the Individual,”  “  Life or Death, the E e 
Choice,”  and other similarly original papers. 
sure the arguments put forward in support of the W , 
theses will be just as original, and we only hope ^  
the undivided faith of all the listeners will not on 
more strengthened thereby, but also will be even m< 
more undivided!

The Canonization of More and Fisher is already l’a' 
its repercussions. W hy, asks owld Ireland, should 
not be an Irishman made a saint ? In spite of its ’ *
the Church’s Emerald Isle, or God’s Precious Jewe > ^
land, according to Mgr. Langan, has had no 1lia"o..ie 
woman canonized for 700 years. So now there is a Eea» . 
of Prayer, which will incessantly pray until “  I” eL r 
Oliver Plunkett ”  becomes a saint. We wonder vfl'J  ̂
one of the things God simply cannot do is to hold ‘ ^  
against incessant prayer ? Perhaps the Pope von t 
able to stand it, either.

tWe are glad to note that Allah answered the *• ^
prayer for rain. Morocco, after many weeks of droi'P 
decided to try a prayer which had not been used f°r . , 
years. This, coupled with the fact that the leader 1» 
prayer was an innocent child, did the trick beautif'1 
and a general rainfall was the immediate result- ^  
hope the hint will be taken by our authorities shouh ' 
be threatened with a drought this year, and our 0  ̂
God fails us. Allah certainly ought to be given a chai'1-

Another new church has been consecrated at Becoid’ 1
sto'1’
,-etf 

,y

Its foundation stone was laid by Sir Charles Mar

statement in the Bible cannot even be beaten by 
Smith, General Eva Booth, Air. Belloc or the Bishop ^ 
London. The church will cost ¡̂8,000, and, believe 1 
not, the money will be found. Whatever people uuO  ̂
may not believe, somehow they find money for churcll^f 
Perhaps one consolation is that they find money  ̂
cinemas also. We wonder what the numbers of c!l 
arc ?

The Rev. Canon Deane, in liis new book, The Valley 
Beyond, a terribly morbid study, assures us that “ 
whole atmosphere of the gospels is sane and wholcso" J 
free from the slightest tinge of religious morbidiG'• ' i 111*--Canon Deane must think Ins readers never look at 
Holy Bible for themselves. It is not worth while dcnl0jj 
strating the baselessness of so silly a claim, or we wo*) 
advise inquirers to attend a Three Hours’ Agony Ser'’1L._ 
on Good Friday, and listen to the reading of the Cr'F’ 
fixion yarns from those liglit-liearted gospellers Llt 
and John. Even Matthew and Mark arc scarcely ‘ *1C 
froni the slightest tinge of morbidity.”
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Farringdon Street, London, E.C.4.
Telephone No. : Central 2412.

TO C O R R E S P O N D E N T S .

A- Irving,.
tlon -1 here was nothing that called for special men-

!.n General Ludendorff’s declaration that he was an
papers. But both]le 1 Kristian, and it appeared in all the 

Chr*n<? Hitler are both very religious, and far more truly 
thin^12111 l̂au ,;Ile37 think they are. There are so many 

, going on in the world that one has to make a 
election.

Îh.NsoN, We hope to publish Mr. Cohen’s Letters to the 
slfir ^  ,̂ le encI °I the month. It will be published at one 
. 1 lnk in paper, and two shillings in cloth gilt. We feel 
ustified I*1 saying that it is one of the wittiest and most 
r°vocative pieces of writing that the author has done.
IHir— ^ series of articles dealing with the likeness of 

J* ®ai1 to Christian ceremonies has been done, but there 
, room for it to be repeated. Will see when and 

°w 't can be managed. Thanks for cutting. Lord Wol- 
”Kr Was addressing a Bible Society, and so gave the meet- 
lnS the verbiage it expected.

R. XT
' -Noyes (Boston).—Thanks for cards, 'lhe views are 

ery interesting, but we doubt if we shall ever see them 
^ ave 'n a pictorial form.

Whitefieed.—Y our lecture notice did not reach this office 
j"itil Wednesday (April 30). First post on Tuesday morn- 

g ls the last date for publication in that week’s issue.
II- Luckens (Auckland, N.Z.).—Subscription received for

'vhat you call, “  The finest paper published.”  Hope your
°Plnion of it will never alter.
Rh;i'Hinker E ndowment T rust.—Glasgow Secular Society, 
her Mrs. M. Whitefield), 10s.

I'tSHER.—For Advertising and Distributing the Frcc- 
lh‘nker, 3S.

l' I!- Moss.—Y ou are unquestionably right in your surmise.

1)

le ' Freethinker ”  Is supplied, to the trade on sale or 
,urn. Any difficulty in securing copies should be at once 

ret’°rted to this office.
l’p '{re notices must reach 61 Farringdon Street. London, 

C-4 by the first post on Tuesday, or they will not be 
'nsertcd.

Tl
,e offices of the National Secular Society and the Secular 

oclety Limited, are nozu at 6S Farringdon Street, London, 
•C.q. Telephone: Central 1367.

11 hen the services of the National Secular Society in con- 
',cxion with Secular Burial Services are required, all com
munications should be addressed to the Secretary, R. H. 
' osetti, 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.
!c " Freethinker ”  will be forwarded direct from the pub- 

*hlng office at the following rates (Home and Abroad) :— 
°ne year, 75/-; half year, 7/6; three months, gfq.

Cheques and Postal Orders should be made payable to 
Che Pioneer Press," and crossed "  Midland Bank, Ltd , 

u,,rkenwell Branch."

Sugar Plums

hope that Freethinkers are now making up their 
'his concerning attendance at Manchester on Wliit- 

fifiday. There should be a record number of members 
ts°nt, and the discussions should prove more than 
Hally interesting. Next week we hope to be able to 

, 1‘ply details of excursions. Meanwhile, those who wish 
“five hotel accommodation reserved for them should 

IAc to the General Secretary, stating their require- 
L'"^. Whit-Sunday is a verybus'y day in Manchester.

W e regret that we are compelled to hold over, until 
next week, letters from Mr. Llewelyn Powys, Mr. H. G. 
Wood, and Mr. B. G. Theobald. The Bank holiday has 
upset our weekly routine somewhat.

When the Road Fund was formed from taxes on 
motorists, the promise was then made by the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer, that the money should be strictly re
served for the repair and improvement of the roads. Mr. 
Winston Churchill was the first who raided the fund to 
make good his budget. Other Chancellors have followed 
his example, in spite of protests from a few members of 
the House of Commons. Mr. Chamberlain has followed 
suit in this matter, and a protest lias again been raised. 
Mr. Chamberlain, in reply to these protests, said that it 
was ridiculous for any Chancellor to think he could bind 
down future Governments as to what they should do with 
the funds at their disposal, and the use of Road Fund 
is to continue. So far as we are concerned, we think 
that the Chancellor is strictly within his rights. Public 
money is public money, and there is nothing illegal in 
using money originally intended for one specific purpose 
for another purpose— so long as it is being spent in the 
public service.

We would like our readers to pay special attention to 
this, because it has a very clear bearing on one subject 
of interest to Freethinkers. When the question of the 
disestablishment of the Church comes to the fore again, 
we shall hear much of the property and the wealth of the 
Church. But the Church of England is a State establish
ment. It is as definitely that as is the British Museum. 
And the Church of England, as such, owns no property 
whatever. There is an amount of property earmarked 
for the service of the Church, as there is money ear
marked for road-making and road improvement. But 
just as the State has the legal right to use one fund for 
a purpose other than the one originally contemplated, 
so it has the right to use another fund for whatever pur
pose it may decide. It has as much right to do this as a 
man has to spend on beer the money that he had set aside 
to spend on tobacco. We have pointed this out concern
ing Church property before; we are pleased to have the 
principle endorsed by the Chancellor of the Exchequer. 
When property is given to the Church, it is equally given 
to the .State. When certain taxes are raised for whatso
ever purpose, it is money raised for disposal by the State; 
and the State may do as it likes with its own. For the 
time being the State uses some of its wealth for the bene
fit of the Church. One day the State will, we hope, be 
wiser and will use its wealth to a better end.

After a week’s campaign at Finchley, Mr. G. White- 
head proceeds to Bolton, where he will conduct a series 
of open-air meetings commencing to-day (Sunday, May 
12), and continued each evening during the week. The 
local N.S.S. Branch will co-operate, and there are more 
than enough saints in Bolton to make the week’s work 
successful in every way. After Bolton, Mr. Whitehead 
will proceed to Blackburn.

A pious critic notes a point about Shakespeare which 
is worth repeating :—

Shakespeare so lived that his work, always poetic, 
only reflects incidentally his age; and so apparently in
different is he to the torments of the Jesuit missionaries, 
the lesser persecutions of the Puritans, the bloody 
quarrel between Elizabeth and.Mary, that these are but, 
at the most, reflected in the plays.

But may not the real reason be that Shakespeare was in
different, not to the claims of humanity, but to those of 
religion ? Otherwise, is it not almost impossible to 
account for his silence about the great religious quarrels 
of “his time ?

1 have often thought that spirits of a higher order than 
man might be willing to learn something from a human 
mind like that of Newton, and I sec no reason why an 
angelic being might not be glad to hear a lecture from 
Mr. Huxley, or Mr. Tyndall, or one of our friends at 
Cambridge.

The Poet at the Breakfast Tabic.
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The Incarnation Delusion

M ost miracles are an incubus, a sort of old man of the 
sea, they give weakness not strength to the creed 
which is weighted with their defence. Once religion 
was believed because it was associated with miracles; 
.nowadays it is partly because religion is based on a 
belief in miracles that mankind discards it.

Christianity used to boast of many miracles, and 
doubtless all its miracles are of equal worth and 

weight. It is growing more and more indifferent to 
most of its miracles. Finding money in a fish, and 
feeding a crowd on an inadequate commissariat cause 
only laughter and satire in these days. If Christ
ianity could throw overboard all its miracles, many 
professors of theology would rejoice. Somehow there 
is a tendency to ignore all hut two : the ”  Incarna
tion ”  and the “  Resurrection.”

The “  Resurrection ” has naturally received des
tructive analysis in all ages since the very moment of 
its invention. Since the days of Paul, critics have 
exposed its baselessness from every conceivable angle, 
partly no doubt because Paul challenged them to it by 
his boast that the Christian religion stands on falls by 
that doctrine. Paul’s plea explains why Christians 
are still saddled with this unproved, incredible and 
exploded fable.

The “  Incarnation ”  is in many respects in a 
different category. Multitudes have had, and are to 
have a “  Resurrection.”  Although (contrary to 
Christian belief) “  Incarnation ”  is common to many 
religious founders, and not unique, it is unusual, we 
might say rare. It is the least likely sort of thing to 
happen in a civilized community or to survive ten 
minutes’ investigation. A  “  resurrection,”  on the 
other hand, might be said to occur wherever a prema
ture burial had been discovered in time to save the 
victim’s life.

Except for the dubious entertainment of “  fulfilling 
prophecy,”  or merely because “  miracle ”  is expected 
of religious teachers, there seems little utility in 
claiming Christ as a Physical Embodiment of 
God. That Jesus Himself “  admitted ”  the claim 
cannot be denied (“  The Father and I are one,” and 
“  Before Abram was, I am ” ). But perhaps these 
brave words were merely an answer to the greater ab
surdity of repudiating Joseph’s fatherhood while pre
tending to trace the ancestry of Jesus to King David 
through this same Joseph. Christ’s sentiment ap
pears to have been similar to those of Tennyson’s 
“  Gardener Adam and his wife.”

For all its antiquity, the doctrine of Incarnation 
seems irreconcilable with even the minimum of ration
alism possessed by Modernist Theists. To primitive 
man, believing in a very human type of God, it 
seemed perfectly simple to discover incarnations. The 
complicated, mysterious deity of twentieth-century 
creeds doesn’t fit into the personality of a one-minute- 
old baby-boy. The absurdly brief years of Christ’s 
ministry compared with wasted years of teething, 
measles and the usual futilities of boyhood, suggest 
insuperable difficulties one would think, to any in
telligence accepting so comic a dogma.

It makes little difference whether Jesus was a 
naughty boy or otherwise. If He had a “  bit of thé 
devil in Him,”  we might like Him more, but He 
could not then be God. On the other hand, he might 
have been as heroic as Casablanca, or a good little 
chap like Archdeacon Farrar’s “  Eric,”  and only 
prove how impossible it is to produce a “  model ”  boy 
who is not primarily a prig.

On the other hand, a married man is almost essen
tially a kind of hero; in any case to have had the ex
ample of a God who had been a husband for fifty

years or so would have (perhaps) been capable of 
making “  incarnation ”  interesting.

There are varying degrees of “  incarnation. 
Different schools of Christians appear to regard God 
as differently incarnated in Christ. There is more 

d e ity ”  or more “  manhood ”  in the “  incarna
tion,”  according to whether you are a Catholic, 
hundamentalist, or Modernist Churchman. Eds 
not to be wondered at. Nobody could believe that 
Jesus was all pure unadulterated deity; there must 
have been a man somewhere if any part of the stop 
is to be believed. After all, any theory of “  incai'ia 
lion on the face of it implies the existence of a 
human body. The “  God ”  is only inferred; the 

Man ”  is obvious.
Following Bishop Barnes’s amusing discrimina

tions, Dr. Maude Royden (in her book : / Believe 
God) dismisses the “ Virgin Birth,”  but clings to the 

Incarnation.”  She is undismayed by the fact that 
Christian mythology follows a multitude of earl>cl 

Incarnations.”  “  The great truths of Christianity' 
the Incarnation and the ryst,”  she says, “ are recoil' 
nized by us in many religions, not because they are 
false, but because they are true.” If any but a re
ligious teacher talked thus, we should understand 
that Christ was claimed to be no more God than (a»tl 
1 nly as much as) any other alleged incarnation- 
that case Fraser’s startling instances of incarnation 

recognized by many religions,”  would also have to 
be called “ Great Truths.”  But as Fraser says: 
“ Strange as may seem to us the idea of a God in
carnate m human form, it has nothing very startin'# 
for early man.”  It is certain that Dr. Royden 
not include e v e r y  incarnation as equally true aI1( 
great.

Dr. Royden, like other theists, very indefiuite 
her description of the essential features of “  Incar«8' 
tion,” knows enough to be sure that “  the nature o* 
God could not be perfectly revealed in . . • »°11' 
spu-mml creatures. . . . Had Christ appeared aino"# 
the Bushmen of Australia, He could have achiev'd 
nothing.”  Apart from the fact that one might l'ave 
tucugnt the God of the Old Testament would l'aVe 
elt very much at home amongst a barbarous peoP*e’ 

U is strange that God “  could not ”  do any ff°0< 
where presumably improvement was most needed- 

The raison d’être of the Incarnation is given by prj 
Kpyden, when she says, “  We now know what 
is like. ’ If so, God seems to be an ordinary In«"3'1
being in regard to essentials, imperfect, possessinf!

mcteflimited powers and knowledge, and of a charac) 
familiar to us all. Many others have claimed ", 
equal credibility to perform miracles. His tead1̂  
was no more remarkable or original than that of 1 
late C. H. Spurgeon. ^

If Christ were God’s Incarnation, when did 
“ union”  (or whatever it was) take place? J ,, 
Middleton Murry says that Jesus “ was inevita 
bound to become the Only Son of God, as He came  ̂
from John’s baptism ”  (Life of Jesus, p. 159). b r<̂  
this it would seem not to have been anything 1° t 
with the birth of Jesus, but something which had 1,1 
occurred until after His baptism.

The latest booklet summarizing Modernist v'v"^ 
states, “  The matter is exceedingly obscure ” ; i" ‘  ̂
the “  Incarnation ”  is ignored except to the exte 
of such incidental nonsense as the words : “ I" 
sense Jesus was Messiah, and in another He was in1*'
. . . “  He knew Himself to be possessed of the secr 
of eternal life,”  but then He “  could also reveal d  ̂
whomsoever He would,” * which seriously dimin'8'1 
its uniqueness. ^

* The Modern Meaning of the Bible, issued by the Jloder|1 
Churchman’s Union (pp. 7, 11, 15).
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Mod
r,he Rev. W. H. Odaker, M .A., writing in the
3cr» Churchman, takes for granted that “  all 

(theological) teaching must he designed to show the 
gradual self-revelation of God which culminated in 
'he Incarnation,”  but gives no clue to what he means 
'T “ Incarnation.” He sneers at the “  Jesus of the 
needs,” and finds his consolation in “ the simple dig- 
¡''hed story of Jesus in St. Mark’s gospel.”  This 
‘ s'tnple story ”  includes Christ’s recognition by the 

. °ly Dove, and a “  Voice from Heaven ” proclaim- 
"'g Him to the world, angels coming specially^ from 
Heaven to “  minister unto Him,”  devils (“  evil 
SI’iiits ’) obeying Him, and Jesus Himself claiming 
to he ” The Son,”  who would one day be “  sitting on 
|lle right hand of power and coining in the clouds of 
heaven.” Really the “  Jesus of the creeds ”  is quite 
3SJjredible and even “  simpler ”  than this.

'hat distinguished Modernist, Dean (Matthews, in 
f ays in Construction, claims that “ it is the essence 

" faith that God is manifest in Jesus as in 110 otliei 
,lll(l hence that Jesus is without precedent. V  hile 
jhis takes us back again to the Unique Jesus, it offers 
!'" hhul of definition of fvhat Dean Matthews means 
y Incarnation. We look to the courteous scholarly 
r- Major, editor of the Modern Churchman, for an 

authoritative statement, but we find he can only tell 
ls (hi the Modern Church man, November, 19.14I •"

The Modernist view of the Incarnation, wlncli be
holds the supreme unveiling of the Divine Nature 
'aider strictly human limitations in Jesus Christ, re
gards that divine unveiling as differing in degree, 
not in him!  ̂ from many preceding divine revelations 
made in the course of human history. . . .

11 is a single divine revelation coming from the 
Divine Father, carried on by the operation of the
Di 
lllllll;

'a ie  .Spirit supremely manifest at one point of
l;ui history, Jesus Christ. This process of In

itia tio n  is not only a process of divine revelation, 
_ 's in another of its aspects a process of divine 
atonement— the bringing together into sinless com- 
’""nion of man with God. This is the core of the 
; edernist Gospel, that the whole creative process 
's in its highest aspect a process of Divine Incarna- 

°"> Divine Revelation and Divine Atonement.

lni| '.''s uiay lx> the “  core of the (Modernist gospel,” 
In 'l nieails (if anything) that everything on earth is 

^nation (and Atonement).
'"fessor Pringle Pattison, in the same journal, is 

ai) e<l in terms which for all their lofty phrasing, are 
, [ m'solute admission of ignorance as to the meaning 

’ "e chief item in the Christian mythology : —
M e are far too apt to limit and mechanize the great 

1 "Grine of the Incarnation, which forms the centre 
?' H'c Christian faith. Whatever else it may mean, 

means at least this— that in the conditions of the 
"gliest human life we have access, as nowhere else, 

the inmost nature of the Divine. “  God manifest 
111 the flesh ”  is a more profound philosophical truth 
lla"  the loftiest flight of speculation that outsoars 

■'(1 predicates and, for the greater glory of God,
' "clares Him unknowable.

Vj ,d»y Modernists, of course, have such impersonal 
11(>" s <>f God, that only the use of the personal pro- 
^'h" “  j j e .> or << j j jm >> (with a capital initial) 
si|, es their continued membership of a church pos- 
cp A Others again would have us believe that they 
h j!" n<> n'ore than that Jesus Christ was an “  em- 
di-M Ulen' ”  ° f some high qualities to an unusual 
.„¿D*. He was “  godlike ”  ! I11 a sense purely collo-
|lt " -e say that a man “  is the very embodiment of
: > n

('od>
kindness,”  but when “  Incarnation ”  and 
are the terms used, we may be certain that

1 ' a'e  in the presence of sheer mysticism— both theo- 
]'je‘d and meaningless.

Hi. llievers in “  Incarnation ”  never trouble to tell us 
"dvantages of a man being a manifestation of

God. The Rev. Mr. Staton, an American Funda
mentalist once belittled all the great men of history in 
order to glorify Christ as “  incarnating Jehovah Him
self.”  Silas M. Porter wrote in a New York journal 
suggesting that “  Some of us would prefer to be in
carnations of men like Socrates, Plato, Bruno, Lin
coln, Lloyd-Garrison and Ingersoll, rather than in
carnate the inspirer of the Old Testament and the 
Apocalypse.”

It is surprising that Modernists do not boldly re
pudiate so stupid a dogma. To accept the Incarna
tion and reject any Bible miracles seems straining at a 
gnat and swallowing a camel indeed. These miracles 
were believed for fifteen centuries as confirming the 
Incarnation, of which they remain the only proof. 
These “  proofs ”  can never bear the light of intelli
gent investigation. The Jesus who could curse the 
barren fig-tree for not bearing fruit out of season, was 
obviously not the Creator of fig-trees and fruit 
seasons. The “  Temptation ”  of Jesus is meaning
less if Jesus were not God. All Christ’s utterances 
were of a human type, even when He boasted, “  I 
and the Father are one.”  It was no more divine than 
the Kaiser Wilhelm’s “  Myself and God.”

To what mean dodges are our theologians reduced 
when they write in these days about foolish dogmas 
like the incredible Incarnation. The well-known 
Professor Findlay, for instance, believes in, but can
not define his belief in the Incarnation any better than 
the following : —

I ,ike ourselves, Jesus before the Resurrection 
could only be in one place at one time, for He was 
confined by our “  prison-house of nights and days,”  
to the little land of Palestine, to one frail body with 
nerves and moods like ours, a body which might be 
killed and did feel pain, and to three-and-thirty 
years. There were, consequently, some things lie  
could riot do and some things He did not know. All 
the same, He was not just like the rest of us. 
(British Weekly, April 11, 1935.)

People did not in the ages of faith regard the in
carnate God as being just ‘ ‘not like the rest of us,”  be
cause in those days they believed in God and in 
Christ. Does Prof. Findlay think he is helping
matters by alluding to “  Jesus BEFORE the resurrec
tion?”  But who on earth is concerned with any 
other period of the alleged Incarnation ?

The “  Incarnation ”  is a clumsy sort of “ miracle”  
at its best. If God has any desire to show Himself 
to man He has many ways of doing so. Even though 
the Bible says, “ No man hath seen God at any time,” 
the same, volume records numerous examples of God 
appearing to man with or without disguise. God 
“ walked ” in the Garden of Eden and interviewed 
Eve unblushingly. He met Moses (Ex. iv. 24) at a 
wayside inn, and attempted to murder him like any 
Chicago gangster. And if we credit the gospel story 
of the method by which God “  incarnated ” Himself 
in Jesus, we are obliged to believe that God came in 
some very carnal form to woo Joseph’s fiancée before 
Mary conceived “  God’s Only Son.”

One must feel that it would have been easier and 
less reprehensible to the puritan mind if God had 
boldly come amongst men as a God. lie  could, of 
course, have miraculously made men aware of His 
identity without making it necessary to involve a 
good woman in a mystery inadequately cleared up by 
a miraculous dream. After all, any “  Incarnation ” 
must be needlessly confused when Divine Fatherhood 
is complicated with Human Motherhood.

G eorge B ed bo ro u g ii.

As you wish to be severe in repressing llic rebels, be 
also severe in repressing the corrupters and the cor
rupted.— Jean James.
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Religion—A  Bar to Progress

If a person with religious beliefs is asked wliat is the 
aim of human life he will return some such answer as 
that it is to fulfil the will of God, to do one’s duty to 
one’s neighbour, or to live virtuously. If he is asked 
further why any of these should be the aim of life, he 
will either fall back on authority or return further 
answers that are variants of those he has already 
given. The appeal to authority obviously raises the 
question of its reliability and of the grounds on which 
it rests, while the variant answers still leave the 
reason why unaccounted for. It will be observed, 
that in so far as answers are returned, they are given 
on non-supernatural and rational grounds, so1 it is still 
quite reasonable to protest that the answers do not 
meet rational enquiry. They do not meet it for the 
reason that they are proximate answers, whereas the 
question as to the aim of life, being a question con
cerning an ultimate end, can be answered, if at all, 
only by an answer embodying an end which is ulti
mate. All answers to this question, then, given on 
religious grounds are rationally incomplete. They do 
not answer the question that is asked.

Is there an answer ? In terms of religious beliefs, 
no. In terms of human consciousness, yes. The 
reason is that the question is unintelligible except in 
terms of human consciousness because, apart from the 
fact that the person with religious beliefs answers 
(when he does not push it back on authority) in 
terms of his reasoning faculty, the question resolves 
itself into : “  What is the aim of human conscious
ness?” — since human consciousness is identical with 
what was meant by “  life ”  in the question. The 
only satisfactory answer, then, must be an ultimate 
one beyond which there can be no further “  why ”  to 
arise, because it is an end satisfactory in itself.

Such an answer is “  human happiness.”  There 
can be no further question arising out of this answer 
because the quest of the mind ends there, fusing itself 
in the ultimate satisfaction it has been seeking. Hap
piness cannot be a means because no end beyond it
self can be conceived. If it be objected, for instance, 
that wisdom is greater than happiness, the question 
arises “  greater in what w ay?”  It cannot be in 
size. It can only be in terms of a recognized good in 
human consciousness, which leads on to the answer : 
“  Wisdom is a greater happiness than a happiness 
without wisdom.”  Thus happiness remains as an 
ultimate aim which answers our question.

Now observation clearly reveals that it is not the 
aim of nature to endow her children with happiness, 
while it is the aim of her children to secure it when
ever and wherever possible. Happiness, and the in
finitely varying degrees of it down to indifference, to
gether with pain and its infinitely varying degrees to 
its extinguishment in death, are properties of sen
tient matter without which the continuance of living 
creatures would be impossible. Without the 
pleasures (humbler name for happiness) of eating, 
drinking and sex, life would end like a spent force, 
which is only another way of saying that without the 
pain of deprivation of them living matter would have 
no impulsion w ithin itself to continue. Pleasure and 
pain are the goads of nature indifferently applied—. 
not that nature has any “ purpose ” in applying them, 
as the geological record abundantly shows, and as the 
recurrent miscarriage of theological attempts at 
human or divine justification of her vagaries abund
antly proves. We are obliged to use such teleological 
expressions, clumsy though they are for rational ex
position, because language has its roots fast in primi
tive anthropocentric conceptions. And this anthropo
centrism, it may be observed, furnishes clear proof

in i. ( °es in fact regard and interpret the universe 
And 1im'S. °  "  -lat ' IC conceives to be his own welfare, 
ever.- 0,1 ^le tbe highest authority, that

- ature cherishetli its own flesh?”  
m . J U' Wh.y does rel'gion stand in the way of pro-
hiimn'n i HC '•1S 3 Proxhnate end to the ultimate end, 
human happmess? Get us consider this by “ goingbound inback to nature ”  (how securely is language nothing
anthropocentric shackles !). Nature knows 
of purpose. Her goads with all her children saw 
man are pleasure and pain, and if they make a nib 
take about their aim (happiness) by misconceiving d, 
or fail to get back to it through the goad of Pa'” ’ 
then, as even the reverent rather irreverently saj •

God help them !”  Nature has no heart to e 
" 1 llng- i be differentiated organic becomes homo 
geneous inorganic. That is all. And were it not so 
man could not have his priviledge of mind and l"11 
l o.'-e, foi if nature had her own compassion and l1111 
pose man could not have his. She might choose the 
mosquito or the cancer germ as the end to wh'cl 
cieatiou moves. It is because she lias no purpose tl,a 
there is no challenge to man’s— other than that of hls 
own ignorance and limitations.

But his ignorance and his limitations are *ie 
measure of his failure to conceive the means where >>i * c hap'
lie may achieve the end for which he exists, «’ . J(j
piness, and still beyond, his greater happiness, 
it is in this that religion is a bar to his progress- ^  

The less sure man’s knowledge is of the 1 ^
whereby he must achieve his end, the greate 
danger of his taking the next step forward, y  ^  
the penality of error and fear is the monitor o 1 
And religion is the organization of fear. '1 ba -, 
also the organization of self-felicitation in, ana . 
tude for the measure of happiness secured, nega . ¡y 
through the admonition of pain, and P0-’’.1 0̂,i 
through past triumphs over the religious orgaillzy  ^
of fear, is no more than that it is a reinforceirfield

et
fear lest happiness gained should be lost. Its '"mil- 
is cautionary, fearful, negative. If tender bla' m 
ments to stay and rejoice in familiar bliss do not a ^  
like woman scorned, it moves swiftly to anger- ^ je. 
fear lends eloquence to denunciation, and to 
diction a pious sincerity.

'I'lie utility of religion is the measure of llU 
danger through his ignorance. With every ste* [(p 
knowledge, enabling him to. dispense with the  ̂
monitory lash of pain, religion, the emboduHe 
fear, becomes a bar to his progress. And worse-  ̂^ 
the more he relies upon knowledge the 1 jf 
dangerous it is for him to seek refuge in fear- y,e 
danger threatens, safety lies in more knowledge- ^  
very end of life, happiness, is staked on the boh e 
ture. Man conkl not save himself by seeking re 
in faith even if he were willing.

The necessity of knowledge related quite y  
headedly to human happiness, the only “  end 
the universe that can be of any concern to man, ^ ^ 
paramount. There is no purpose in the world 
such as he makes his own; no justice save that "  
he creates to secure the ends that seem good to j 
His society, if it is to emerge from the blind and c^̂ t, 
see-saw of brute forces bearable to man only bee* 
lie is himself the child of them, must be fashione* . 
himself after his own image, for there is no Pai ^ 
laid iqi in any heaven but that which he has sp'1”

now 
iC

of his own mind. He is the architect of his oWn gj11'
. . . • 1 t Câverse, and his happiness is the only end of it tlim 

concern him. »
Would that he could have discovered that inn01, * 

truism sooner! Eess chastening and more cherish1 
would have done a power of good.

II. E. W. GAv'
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Some Real and Alleged Atheists

In' days when Christianity was triumphant no charge 
"as attended with more opprobrium than that of 
Atheism. To he even suspected of the “  crime ”  was 
to he condemned and suppressed with horror and
"tdignation. Atheism was thought the ne plus ultra 
of s -  •
Were

Satanic wickedness, and its supposed apostles
execrated as monsters doomed to eternal tor- 

"lents. The world branded and banished, and the 
Church burnt them. Of the heretics who were burnt 
as Atheists it is not easy to say how many were really 

erving the name.
The

desi

Who
Manicheans, Bogomiles, and other heretics 

Were relentlessly pursued to death during the 
* Hklle Ages, were commonly charged with Atheism. 
fore disciples of Amaury de Chartres, who was burnt 

r Atheism at Paris in 1209, were probably only early 
■ llosophic reformers. Sagarel, who was burnt alive 

Ooo, held the heresy of the Everlasting Gospel,
‘ U( Probably in holding that the Father and the Son 
V?l,ld give place to the Holy Ghost, meant that the 
p!Sn ,°f spiritual love would supersede dogmatism. 
folai,cis of Poitou, a Franciscan, who was also burnt 

C'is heresy, was rather a mystic than an Atheist. 
arguerite Porrete, burnt at Paris in 1300, was an 

jA,lt,nomian mystic. Lollard Walter, or Gauthier, 
Ull't at Cologne in 1322, was apparently an Epicu- 

t]̂ an Cleist. He asserted that God did not know of 
e evil done on earth, and denied all the distinctive 

ôgnias of the Church. Many of his followers were 
So burnt. Herman de Ryswick, burnt at Hague in 

1 A13- Was a Deist and disbeliever in hell. The Ana- 
Ttists were commonly charged with Atheism even 

he they were most religiously striving to1 emulate 
'e Primitive simplicity and community of the first 
lristians. Louis Berquin, the friend of Erasmus, 
>o was burnt in 1530, was only a monk-hater. 

bj,untin of Picardy, the chief of the Libertines, who 
as burnt at Tournay in the same year, probably 

j ‘n' f  colour to the charge of Atheism by’ declaring the 
s%  of the Gospel. Gruet was burnt in 1549, more 
°bably for his enmity to Calvin than for any dis-

tinct opinions. Etienne Dolet, who was burnt at
LS46, was probably a sceptic of the type of 

ls friend Rabelais. As a friend of heretics he was 
sPected, as a printer he was hated, as a satirist he■V Oe f -» reared, and he was burnt for having wrongly’ 

l,ra'islated Plato, whom he had made to say “  after
Meath tu ne seras plus rien du tout— you will be noth-
’"g at all.”  The last three words were declared a 
a,unable addition to the text, and cost him his life, 

^eoflroy Vallee, who was put to death in 1574, was 
1101 an Atheist, but an Epicurean Deist. He wished 
'J’cn to believe in God without fearing him. Had the 

■ alogues for which he wras condemned appeared in 
°l’r °wn time they would have been considered but 
A’ildly heretical.

Eiordano Bruno, burnt at Rome, February v;
Ooi has been placed in all catalogues of Atheists

°"'n to modern times, and there are still many who
''‘hl with the Church and Lord Beaconsfield that Pan- 

tln ‘
1

°f the existence of God; but then Atheism has had 
I1.0 1!'ore powerful auxiliary than certain demonstra
te s  of the existence of God. Father Mersenne, 

'M'o shared in the rabies common to Atheographers, 
' eclared that Vanini set out with twelve apostles to 
invert the world to Atheism, and that in 1623 there 
"ere fifty thousand Atheist followers of Vanini in 

ar>s alone!
Manzoli, a Marquis of Florence, was burnt for

e'sm is only Atheism in disguise. Lucilio Vanini, 
"rnt at Toulouse, February 19, 1619, wrote in favour

Atlaeism in 1637. But the real cause was probably’

his having spoken and written against the Pope. 
Renault de Poitou and Jacques Dupain, of Sens, also 
burnt at Paris in 1646, may have only blasphemed the 
Trinity, the Virgin, or the saints. Kuhlmann, burnt 
at Moscow in 1689, was, according to the Christian 
accounts, rather a fanatic than an Atheist.

One of the last cases of capital punishment for 
Atheism is also one of the most dubious. In 1688, a 
Polish knight named Casimir Liszinski was cited for 
Atheism by the Bishops of Wilna and Posnovia. He 
was excommunicated and condemned to be burnt 
alive. According to his defence, his only crime was 
having made a compilation of arguments for Atheism 
in order to refute them and, having written in the 
margin of a theological work that the arguments 
were inconclusive. Unfortunately for Liszinski, he 
had not commenced the second part of his work. By 
grace of the king, he was decapitated before being 
burnt at Grodno, March 30, 16S9. His ashes were 
placed in a cannon and scattered to the winds.

When so many’ suffered the extremist penalty of 
the law for alleged Atheism, it cannot be wondered 
if many real Atheists carefully concealed their 
opinions. It is not entirely without reason that the 
charge has been made at least against five popes—  
viz., Sylvester (999-1003), Boniface VIII. (1294-1308), 
John X X II. (1410-1416), Alexander VI. (1492-1503), 
and Leo X. (1512-1522). Sylvester probably incurred 
the charge for his patronage of learning. Against 
Boniface and Leo X  .there is some evidence, while 
John and Alexander were denounced for their crimes.

Atheism is by’ no means the abnormal state of mind 
that some theologians would have us believe, and 
there can be little doubt that thinking men in all 
ages have often been troubled with doubts as to- the 
religious opinions of those around them. Practical 
Atheism, or living without God in the world, has in
deed been the unacknowledged creed of most of those 
who, concerning themselves with the things of the 
world, have helped forward its progress. The name, 
however, can only philosophically be applied to- those 
who deny a personal intelligent first cause, and it is 
best restricted to those only who willingly accept it.

With many zealous Christians, the charge of 
Atheism has been used in a most indiscriminate 
manner. Of course, there is a certain sense in which 
every’ man is an Atheist to every other, since no two 
men’s gods are exactly’ alike. To the Swedenborgian, 
who believes not only that Jesus Christ was God, but 
that he was Jehovah the one only’ God, every Jew, 
every rejecter of Christ, must be strictly an Atheist. 
Unitarians may he said to be Atheists to the Trini
tarian God, nor have the orthodox hesitated to press 
the charge even against fervent believers in Theism. 
Berkeley and Bentley both called Anthony Collins an 
Atheist, and even at the present day we occasic rally 
find Paine and Voltaire termed Atheists in the re
ligious press.

(Reprinted.) J. M. WirEEi.ER.
(To be concluded)

The decline of fear in religion is to be ascribed prim
arily neither to religious influences nor to critical doc
trinal studies. Its more profound causes are, as I have 
said, increased knowledge of the physical universe; in
tellectual and moral training; and, above all, the realiza
tion of the defects of the fear inheritance. The nature 
of these causes indicates that the passing of fear observed 
in the Christian religion must take place in the religions 
of all progressive peoples, despite their theologies and 
creeds. As human nature changes, so do gods and re- 

| ligions change.— /. II. Lcuba.
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C hristianity and Psychology

In reading the articles on “  Christianity and Myth
ology,”  by H. Cutner and H. J. Wood, in the Free- 
thinker, February 27, March 31, April 7, and recent 
correspondence, I am struck by the absense of any refer
ence to psychology ; though it does not directly touch 
upon the technicalities of the point at issue, i.e., the 
historicity of Jesus.

In estimating the reasons for the rise of Christianity 
from its obscure origin among unlettered Jews to the 
greatest of the world religions if not in numbers, at any 
rate as a force to be reckoned with for good or evil in 
civilization— and whether its starting point is to be re
garded as historical or mythical, it is surely of equal im
portance to both sides to look for the enlightenment 
thrown upon the problem by psychology. More especi
ally is this the case at the present day, when we have M. 
Loisy’s brilliant exposition of religious psychology in 
his book, L it Naissancc du- Christianismc, an exposition 
which stands upon its own merits, whatever varying 
deductions may be drawn from it.

1 cannot claim to have read M. Loisy in the original, 
but those who, like myself, want an easy road to him 
will have no difficulty in finding this in the pages of the 
Hibbcrt Journal for April and July of last year. There, 
the Editor, Dr. Jacks, gives as clear a precis as could 
be wished of the vital part which, as demonstrated 
by M. Loisy, tbe psychology of the early years 
of our era played in the spread of the Christian Mystery, 
accompanied as it was with scarcely a vestige of his
torical backing, and with 110 “ biographical portrait of 
Jesus.”  In this connexion Dr. Jacks own words may be 
quoted “  Except for the support, largely fantastic, which 
it was able to derive from Hebrew Scripture, Christianity 
was born as an undocumented religion.”

Mr. Loisy’s investigation of the problem leads him to 
a solution of it, which is largely based upon psychologi
cal grounds. The following extracts from the llibbert 
Journal articles will briefly indicate his line of 
thought : —

The inquirer who would find a way through the 
baffling problems which gather round the birth of Christ
ianity . . . must be able to place himself sympathetic
ally in an atmosphere where, ideas and beliefs, which he, 
as a modern, would regard as unimportant or even ab
surd, had the utmost importance for people as intelli
gent as himself. He must learn to be at home in con
ditions where faith was loo intense, and enthusiasm too 
impetuous for leisurely self-criticism, after the manner 
of our introspective psychology. . . . He must school 
himself in particuar to share the uncritical point of view 
of the Jewish enthusiasts who, through 110 want of in
telligence, but through an excess of faith, were ready to 
believe in all seriousness, that the complete destruction 
of the existing world order and the miraculous institu
tion of the reign of God might occur at any moment. 
For this was the atmosphere in which Jesus proclaimed 
The Kingdom of God is at hand. . . . So, at least, M. 
Loisy assures us.

It was, we read, the inner working of their faith that 
raised Jesus from the dead for those who had first be
lieved in him. Needless to say this faith was never an
alysed by those in whom it operated. . . . And they 
only, M. Loisy adds . . . will marvel at the result who 
know not cc que e’est la foi reUgieuse.

A religious faith is, bv its nature, immune to refuta
tion, either bv argument or by events. Unlike the be
liefs which rest upon purely intellectual foundations . . . 
a religious faith derives new energy, or at least new 
direction, from every obstacle that opposes it, affirming 
itself most vigorously when the opposition is most in
tense , a quality of faith which its persecutors invariably 
overlook.

We may reflect, moreover, that when faith has reached 
the point of intensity described by M. Loisv as that of 
Jesus’ followers . . . such a faith will be inventive, crea
tive and imaginative, translating all things to its own 
purpose, from current events to texts of scripture, and 
ftuick to recover in moments of desperation. . . I11 all 
this it is obvious once more that we have to do, not with 
the logic of pure reason, but with a very different thing 
—the logic of religious emotion.

1 hough M. Loisy is apparently not concerned with 
the myth theory, believers and non-believers in the his
toricity of Jesus will deduce different conclusions from 
his historical and psychological premises. But it must, 
I think, be generally agreed that the light thrown 
upon the rise and rapid spread of Christianity 
by a recognition of the psychology of the age, and of ie- 
ligious psychology as a whole, has just as much bearing 
upon Atheistic Freethought as it has upon the ground 
trodden more cautiously by the Neo-Unitarian or the 
advanced Modernist.

Maud S imon.

of lii's f i t ^  i"  IS safiated with the glorv and misfortune' 
], r  itions a? T n ,re; and he P lu m e d  to deride the eS- 
p S e t‘ ce of r  U,k ° f Neili,1-v. who was abashed in the 
dismiss mv t "'"V VoU advise me,”  said Richard, “ to 
tiiience T 1 dauShters, pride, avarice, and incon-
pride to the t ^ w 1' tlle'"  to t,le most deserving; m>' 
of c i s t k f  ,tS temP,ars. m y avarice to the monks 

Cisteaux, and my incontinence to the p,elates.”
Gibbon.
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