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VIEW S AND OPINIONS

^reat Deicide
^  JAMES F R A Z E R  was one o f the greatest
no*"  eS m lnfl ’s ey e he llacI w^ '
k„S,Ŝ  1-he birth and death of hundreds of gods. H e
lla'l hob-
Mth

nobbed with gods and the mothers o f gods,
lie 111611 W 1̂0 îaĉ  become gods and gods who had 
0r °ITle men, with gods that were white, black, brown 
0j jP-dow. He was familiar with gods of disease 

‘eulth. with gods who ruled the weather, with
who were responsible for the birth of babies and 
tvb

ISelf responsible for the birth of a god, but he was
h;^S w 1̂(> caused or cured disease. H e was never

0f"y responsible for a detailed account o f the deaths 
C x . Th“ '  are gods who have survived Frazer, 
kill 16 l̂as e je c te d  a poison into them that one day 
at) Seild them the way of their predecessors. In the 
d : , , s science Frazer will live as the greatest
liciti,e °f his age.
ko Frazer lived a few  generations ago, his books 
h(> U (1 llftve landed him in a Christian prison. Earlier, 
Ch> l d  have form ed one of the central figures at a 
Us ‘p a n  auto-da-fe. Fortunately for him — and for 

le lived in an age when religion is robbed of much 
s power. B efore Frazer wrote others had marked

Th,
road on which he was so distinguished a traveller.

t0 result of their work was that Frazer was able 
Ut/ ^ u e  his deicidal work unm olested. More than 

Molested, for his work brought him open honour
{Ĵ 0ri8 liberal minds, and com pelled the silence of 
PcfS<i w^° ' n darker days would have been his eager 
C c? tors- M erely  to read his books is to travel 
t|1(i an im m ense anthropological m useum under 
Cjlc Sutdance of one who examines, classifies and 
^ “eterises gods with the im partiality of a skilled 

examining plants or a biologist describing 
i u ent species o f animals. The world has never
If a god who could withstand such treatment.
t^?°ds are to live men m ust stand before them with 
5fr C heads bowed, with closed eyes, muttering 

“figed sentences and voicing prepared praise.

I'V- * * *
av2er and God

p,' I’razer m em orial service was held in one o f the 
Colleges a few days after his death. A 

'known Christian clergym an was the principal 
t|( a v’er. H e came to praise Caesar, and that made 

" gathering reminiscent o f a Rom an Triumph,

with the parson forced to give praise to his 
conqueror. For a Christian clergym an to pay tribute 
to one who had made it quite plain that the Chris
tian god had his forerunners and prototypes in the 
m any gods who are no more, was to those with wit 
enough to appreciate the satire som ething to be 
rem em bered. The preacher stressed one thing. 
Frazer, he said, was not an Atheist. The eagerness 
of the assertion should, probably did, arouse sus
picion. Unless there was the possibility of some and 
the certainty of others deciding that Frazer really 
was an Atheist— even though he had never publicly 
called him self such— there was no need to stress the 
statement. Methinks the preacher did protest too 
m uch. There m ust have been som ething in Frazer’s 
writings that clearly suggested Atheism . I  take it 
to be that in tracing the history and origin o f the gods 
his generalisations obviously had an application to all 
gods, ancient and modern, savage and sem i-civilised—  
there have not been any civilised ones. Frazer might, 
taking a hint from  Gibbon, have given his “ Golden 
B ough ”  the sub-title “ The Decline and Fall of the 
G od s.”

It is quite true that Frazer never said in set words 
“ 1 am an A theist,”  or “ I do not believe in G od .”  
There is nothing new or strange in this. Religion is 
still strong enough for an open and honest confession 
of Atheism to create discom fort among friends, to 
spoil a political career or to incur financial loss in 
business. It is a state of affairs that is more dem oral
ising intellectually and socially than would be pro
duced by open persecution. That arouses indigna
tion and is a- call to the courageous that has seldom 
failed to secure response. B ut a persecution that 
works silently through the medium  of a business boy
cott or social ostracism , which is silent in public 
but active in private, such persecution does little to 
arouse open defiance. On the contrary, it induces 
m any to make and wear their own gags, and to parade 
their silence as so m uch wisdom  rebounding to their 
credit. The timid becom e parties to their own sup
pression.

Those who are in any doubt that Frazer was without 
a trace o f belief in a god o f any sort, would do, well 
to study the opening chapter of the “ B elief in Im m or
tality'.”  W hat is said there is the more striking since 
it actually' form s no organic part o f the three volum es 
of this work. It  seems alm ost as though he was los
ing patience with the thinlv-covered savage religious 
beliefs around him, to which more than once he calls 
attention as representing that- undercrust of our civili
sation which constitutes a constant threat to out- 
culture. This introductory chapter covers 3(> closely 
printed pages, and if it was not intended to convey 
as gently as possible the fact that he had no belief 
whatever in God, then it is a little puzzling to see 
any reason for it being written. At the opening o f the 
chapter he has the sarcastic rem ark: “ To speak 
plainly, the question of the existence o f Clod is too 
deep for m e. . . .  I can only confess myr ignorance”  
— this, from  a man who, in some thousands o f pages, 
had traced so m any o f the known gods o f the world 
back to the ignorance o f early mankind. And when 
we bear in mind another hint that when we “ discover
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that doctrines which we have accepted from  tradition 
have their close analogies in the barbarous supersti
tions o f ignorant savages, we can hardly help suspect
ing that our own cherished doctrines m ay have origin
ated in the similar superstitions of our rude fore
fathers,”  there does not seem m uch room  to doubt 
where Frazer stood with regard to the belief in God.

Again, dealing with the origin o f the god-idea he 
says : ‘ ‘ I f  we are indeed to discover the origin of m an ’s 
conception of God, it is not sufficient to analyse the 
ideas which the educated and enlightened entertain 
on the subject at the present day. . . .  I t  becomes 
necessary to push our analogy far back into the past.”  
Fie definitely sets on one side the foolish theory of an 
‘ ‘ intuition”  about God, a very favourite m ethod of 
substituting ignorance for knowledge, and goes on 
to point out the extent to which religious beliefs about 
gods have originated with a misunderstanding of 
mental states— normal, abnormal and pathological—  
and which in all ages has given a belief in God a basis 
of experience. H e follows Tylor very closely here, 
and also emphasises the fact that when misunder
standings are carried to extremes they threaten social 
ex istence; an idea which leads him to say that if we 
are not so well acquainted with tribes that have died 
out as a consequence of anti-social religious practices, 
‘ ‘ it is because the tribes who consistently acted up to 
their beliefs have wiped themselves o u t .”  It is quite 
certain that if the Christian view of celibacy, etc., 
had been given full play, it would have ended any 
com m unity that adopted it. There is a great deal 
to be said on the purely anti-social qualities of 
Christianity.

A Plea for Honesty
Probably the m ost destructive section of this 

chapter is when he again, unnecessarily, turns with 
scarcely disguised contem pt, on those who use the 
word “ G od ”  as the equivalent o f ethics, or for anything 
that suits the occasion. H e insists upon a concep
tion o f “ G od ”  that brings the idea in the true line of 
developm ent from the savage. H e sa y s :

B y  a God I understand a superhuman and 
supernatural being, o f a spiritual and personal 
nature who controls the world or some part of it, 
on the whole for good, and who is endowed with 
intellectual faculties, moral feelings, and active 
powers, which we can only conceive on the 
analogy of human faculties, feelings and activi
ties. . . .  In short, by a God 1 mean a benefi
cent supernatural spirit, who resembles man m 
nature though he excels him in knowledge, good
ness and power. . . .  I am aware that it has 
been usual o f late years to apply the name of 
God to very different conceptions, to em pty it o f 
all im plications o f personality and to reduce it 
to signifying . . . the Great First Cause, the Uni
versal substance, the ‘ stream of tendency by 
which all things seek to fulfil the law o f their 
being,’ and so forth. . . .  I  cannot but regard 
them all as illegitimate extensions o f the term, 
in short, us an abuse of language, and I  venture 
to  protest against it in the interest, not onJy of 
verbal accuracy, but of clear thinking, because 
it is apt to conceal from ourselves and others a 
real and very important change of thought; in 
particular, it may lead m any to imagine that the 
persons who use the name of God retain certain 
theological opinions which they may in fact have 
long abandoned. Thus the misuse of the name 
o f God m ay resemble the strategem in war of 
putting up dummies to make an enemy imagine 
that a fort is still held long after it has been 
evacuated by the garrison. And as we cannot 
use words in wrong senses without running a 
serious risk o f deceiving ourselves as well as 
others, it appears better on all counts to adhere 
strictly to the com m on meaning o f the name of

the  ̂sjo n‘fying  a powerful supernatural, and on 
+ 'h o le  beneficent spirit, akin in the nature
narnv n V  n  ' ! eveDts • • • I  intend to use the

, e. ° “  consistently in the familiar sense,

m in d  ”  ^  readerS t0 bear this steadilj ^

This, for Frazer, is a very strong rebuke to those

Wll
aud 

it is

religious apologists who use “ G od ”  in one sense ^  
knowing full well that their listeners or rea er® ^  
understand it in another. It is a trick common 0 ^  
pulpit and to religious writers generally- Frazer 
have none of it. His definition o f “ G od”  is ° ne’ . 
the only one, that is consistent with history 
one which covers every real god from  the most P1 
live to the m ost civilised stage o f life. And 
the belief in gods that were born of ignorance 
fear and the gods current to-day, there is n0 1 e. 
The present is the product of the past, and the 
sent supplies a non-theistic account of man an ^ 
world, which has no need and no room for g0<* ’ e 
Frazer’s position is not that o f Atheism , then f  
yet to learn the meaning of the word.

A  Confession of Faith
As I have said, the chapter has no necessary _ 

nection with the subject o f the “ B elief in B30 ^
ta lity .”  It appears to have been written by one ^
while for private reasons did not wish to openly ' '  # 
the badge of “ A theism ,”  was im pelled to ir‘a ', j)0 
statement which should separate him  from  those ^  
for political, or social, or fam ily reasons, or from - 
confusion of thought, profess to be unable to conl^]S, 
a definite conclusion concerning the existence of g 
W hen he says “ G o d ,”  he means what the word 
really indicated throughout human history. j

Some confirm ation o f what I  have said m ay be 
in a reference to Atheism , the only one I  can reca  ̂
any consequence in his works. It  sounds very nlU , 
like a statem ent of his own position. It is too resp 
ful towards Atheism to be without significance-

“  When philosophy and science by their coi» ^  
efforts have ejected gods and goddesses from al 
subordinate posts of nature, it might perhaps 
expected that they would have no further occasm11 
the services of a deity, and that having relieved « 
of all his particular functions they would have arl8 ,(j,.
for the creation and management of the universe 
out him handing over these important offices

V.'l
to

cl ^efficient staff of those ethers, atoms, corpuscles an^ 9j

liobforth which have already proved themselves so p"11 
in tlie discharge of the duties entrusted to them-
indeed, is this expectation altogether disapp01lite

J-

A number of Atheistical philosophers have co,lUe
a deltiforward and assured us that the hypothesis of a 

as the creator and preserver of the universe is ilu 
superfluous, and that all things have come into 
without the help of any divine spirit, and that ^  
will continue to exist without it to the end, 11 1 
there be.”  ,

There was no real need for this statement, save t-  ̂
it would serve as a refusal to pay even form al homa^  
to a belief that Frazer knew bad no foundati011 . 
modern science and civilised thought. And it is sir, 
ficant that the passage cited follows a lengthy s""^ 
mary o f a current scientific teaching that leaves  ̂
room for a god of any sort. It reads like a stateme  ̂
o f his own convictions. Christianity must be in&ee 
in a desperate condition when all it says of such 
man as Sir Jam es Frazer is that he was not 
Atheist. H e was certainly not a Theist, and betwee'| 
Atheism and Theism what have we that has 
slightest claim to intellectual respect?

W hat I believe to be a statem ent of Frazer’s ° vVl1 
position as set forth in his own words, I will g ’v< 
next week in m y concluding notes.

C H APM A N  COHEN-

afl
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AN OPEN LETTER TO A CRITIC OF 
“ THE FREETHINKER ”

( lHANK you for the copy of the ‘ Freethinker such 
* cMious title for a paper that only thinks along one 
llne- • . . The ‘ Freethinker ’ itself strikes me as being 
s'° very 1880-ish. It still goes on barking up the same 
"'J trees and disfiguring its pages with the same old abuse 
"I those with whom it disagrees. ’Tis pity. I often think 
1 lat there is room in this country for a really dignified 
1'mentation of the Agnostic case. On the finish, as is so 
“ “phatically pointed out in this issue of the ‘ Freethinker, 
•'"l| are not without the people who could do it. )
huit Ernest,

When I send-- » ocnu a “  Freethinker ”  to a Christian I know
am asking for trouble. Believe me, I did not send it to

):ut you. I thought you might read my contribution with
‘Merest—and disagreement, as I might have done one of
youi's in, say, “  One and All ”  (the Adult School monthly)
' The Friend ” (the Quaker weekly) without criticising

lUj Periodical in general. Perhaps, however, you felt
'¡’‘“‘trained to attack the infidels. I might have felt like ‘hat 30 -
tli years a

L'n ‘«et the.
ago, when the “  Literary Guide ”  (I never

libra '“T  tne "Freethinker” ; it was not dis])layed in 
n,0f Ls‘ ca|ne to my notice and, incidentally, made me 

“ "comfortable than I cared to avow.

e ¡l‘|U'd *° Pass some comments upon yours regard-
l)aper, not because they are original, but because 
trite. Therefore, I shall have a number in mind, 

“8h addressing a few.
Purpose is to be served by a date-slinging match :

tboi

l0°6 islw 1 Said tllat your objections to the paper were 
chw,-S,1 ^l‘ (J Editor would be a better authority on this 

or your belief in Christianity 1850-ish or 
e , Has the position then been more clarified?

Editor ' da ê m‘8l‘b indeed be significant, for, as the 
i*,.i . Is aHvays pointing out, much may be understood in 
,,*!rlmng the

•... A'H.-ish?

'taitli; 
thi:

rise of any creed or philosophy by an
“ ation of the conditions under which it On

ar(, ' 7 tter the famous 15th and 16th chapters of Gibbon
course, most illuminating.

in j U„  ̂r‘.̂ e as though there must be fashions in faith and 
beli,. ‘f e y -  You do not say what your grandparents 
t°]£ei "  ‘n 1880 you believe in 1941 and, by the same 
n|jj 'v° must not in the latter year express the same 
boy I 11118 to both creeds that we have always felt. As a 
aU(l | .S'lnS a hymn about “  the old, old story of Jesus 
hick llSi ôve-”  This you would perhaps call 1880-ish ' 
Us,, *118 (as I mentioned in my 11 Dickens and Religion” ) 
“(,1 * curious phrase about immortality, calling it a
noV'ii::d fashi°n-’

was often very woolly in his philosophising. ThDllrase

Of course, the great Victorian 
osophi

nice present to his Freethinking

Freethinking has not been fashionable except

h*aders «a lly  a 
lidj, • Many beliefs are fashions adopted because others

t(,f V " em-tl0 '! f°W years in Revolutionary France and for two 
11 '’s ‘n Soviet Russia.

1 Vave suggested 1906 because in that year was pub 
ii^t ^ e v .  R. J. Campbell’s‘she<J

““ns

Rev. R. J. Campbell’s “ New Theology.”  (How 
some of us young fellows were about i t ! I am not

aitj, " 0w *n wishing that I had taken the Freethinking 
I'Hei 6 ;l “  Prague on both your houses, orthodox and 
lej  ‘ °Jox.”  Later the reverend author recanted, having 
lie f e 'y  an obscure parson into a minor martyrdom which 
T),-' "I not share. The lost leader—ye gods!—recited the 
4,i y ‘nine Articles and slunk into the folds of the 
Hi,,8 Ican Church.) The “ New Theology”  was to create a 
,, “ <'w order in religion. The orthodox would sacrifice
O H  portion of the Blessed Trinity; the Freethinker 
hjs Rive up some of his intransigence upon hearing that 
,i,iij 'other had found a new god, knowing nothing of Hell, 
''p  Hsting not for blood baths as a means of salvation. 
livMl,mr the rival faiths within thy fold ”  was a line of a 

“ “ much favoured then.
Hii/ 'v" s hardly ever understood that the Freethinker was 
i(]| looking for a new god ; he had no room for any god at 
1j ’ J had a friend who sent me pages of MS. setting out

'"led
i|lrl.conception of deity. Another friend, always waggishly 

gave him the Christian name of “ Conception.”

It was impossible, to make him understand that I was just 
as likely to be impressed by new theories of the man in 
the moon. Perhaps you suggest we are outmoded because 
you aver a change in the attitude of scientists.

“  Myself when young did eagerly frequent 
Doctor and saint and heard great argument ”

—about religion and science. When the doctor was a 
theologian—the saint always was—I found he knew but 
one scientific name—Sir Oliver Lodge. Sir Oliver appeared, 
like an Atlas, supporting alone the whole world of scientific 
knowledge. He must have felt very lonely ! Then— "  Oh 
happy day! ” ■—there arrived heavenly twins in the persons 
of Jeans and Eddington. The Christian soldier scientists 
increased from one to three. It was held that against this 
phalanx, albeit one was ripe for superannuation, Free
thinkers must yield.

Of course, there was a wretched fly in Oliver’ s ointment. 
In a kind of aside on the stage of this controversy the 
Christian ruminated in a monologue of misgiving. “  What 
a pity the fellow does not know where to stop. He finds 
us a god in Heaven, but he sees so many spirits roaming 
about earth. Cannot he offer his theism without his 
spiritualism? If we question his veracity on the latter the 
insidious Freethinker will say he is equally dubious about 
the former. You cannot cross-examine your own witness 
—put Sir Oliver in the box as evidence for God and then 
question his spirits. ”

As to Jeans and Eddington, they are supposed to have 
put the “  kybosh ”  on materialism. They certainly do not 
seem to have found in the Universe the “  all enfolding 
love,”  to use the erotic phrase about deity beloved by my 
last pastor, Bernard Snell, of Brixton. What, I should 
like to know, is the Christian quarrel with matter? “ A 
nasty piece of goods,”  the Christian seems to say, “ but, 
Spirit—a fine fellow ! ”  As a child I sang the hymn which 
said “  All things bright and beautiful, the Lord God made 
them all.”  Was matter excluded from this? Some syruppy 
sentimentalists are fond of a saying that God must love 
poor people; he has made so many of them. I should 
be inclined to retort similarly to those who seem so 
fastidious about matter: “ God seems to have made a lot 
of it.”

We bark up the same trees! Richness indeed, as a 
rebuke from the orthodox. Christians have been barking 
up certain trees for about a century. I do not put it 
earlier because they sought to prevent Freethinkers 
climbing any. If the latter succeeded in doing so, the tree 
was fired, or they were brought down by constables armed 
with indictments for blasphemy. Wliat about the antique 
barking now ! Our misfortunes are due to forgetting God, 
neglecting the Sabbath, etc. Sitting in a Quaker meeting
house, my dear Ernest, you fondly imagine that orthodoxy 
is suffering much more rapid attrition than it actually is. 
Have you listened to the B.B.C.’ s tripe on religion ? Did 
you read—in Hansard—the debate on the Sunday opening 
of theatres?

We are abusive. Yet you, in an earlier part of your 
letter, say “ it is a reversion to Mumbo-jumboism to 
associate God with war, of whatever sort.”  The large 
majority of your fellow Christians—those who believe in 
days of intercession—would call your language abuse of 
them ! Satirical sallies, T should prefer to say, are part 
of our weapons. These weapons have been used by writers 
like Rabelais, Swift, Voltaire, Samuel Butler and Bernard 
Shaw. Please do not think T should phrase everything 
as it is phrased here. Have you ever read a periodical 
which has your entire approval from title to colophon ?
I doubt if the editor of the “ Church Times”  shudders 
more at the “ Freethinker”  than at the “ War Cry.”  You 
yourself have made me squirm by the phrase “  donkey’s 
years ”  (a synonym, Mr. Editor, for length of time), a 
horrible flop from a man of keen literary and artistic 
sensitiveness.

I would like to know what your God does do in his 
disassociation from the war. Does he sit aloof like n 
superior person ? “ I told them so. T gave them free will. 
They must do as they like.”  Much ns a father might 
watch a child being run over by a lorry. “  I told him 
not to cross the road. He must exercise his own choice.
I shall do nothing.”  Your God approximates to my 
conception of a devil. It is related of Dickens that once,



200 THE FREETHINKER June 29, 1941

hearing a man at a dinner fiercely attacking mankind, he 
leaned across the table and said, “  Young man, do not 
you think it is a pity you belong to the human race?”  
This is the retort that comes to my mind when, to exculpate 
their deity, my Christian friends rush to pile wickedness 
upon humanity.

On the finish (to use a favourite phrase of yours), is it 
not apparent that you have but a superficial knowledge ol 
our position? Why should only “ the Agnostic case”  be 
presented ? Do you consider the Atheistic case—I waive 
the question whether there is any essential difference 
between them— should never be permitted print ? Unfor
tunately, I usually find my Christian critics sadly ignorant. 
You may meet some devil of a fellow who will tell you 
that when young he read Freethinking lectures and read 
Freethinking books. When you ask for what we call in 
the law further and better particulars he is often embar
rassed to supply them. You seem to be quite unaware 
of the “ Literary Guide,”  which might justify your 
adjective “  dignified.”  Yet it has been published about 
40 years. Only recently the secretary of the National 
Adult School Movement failed to give correctly the name 
of the Rationalist Press Association.

Whilst I am ill disposed for a date-throwing competi
tion, the idea of meticulously examining the titles of 
periodicals is intriguing. There is the “ Universe.”  How 
embracing ! A Martian might offer a contribution. Despite 
the piquancy of a production authentically from another 
planet, I am sure the editor would regret, etc., if the 
message from Mars declared they had there a better- 
religion than Christianity. To come down to earth, sup
posing Mr. Winston Churchill panted to proclaim his 
passionate Protestantism in a series of articles. There is 
no more popular man in Great Britain, yet they would be 
rejected. Or take the “ Christian World.”  Imagine a 
Roman Catholic saying,. “ This must embrace us, we top 
the poll for numbers,”  and then offering an article in 
defence of the Holy Eucharist! The “ Friend”  would 
not be friendly enough to an Atheist to publish a defence 
of Atheism; “ One and A l l ”  does not cater for Free
thinkers, who surely are in the “ A ll.”  Only in the last 
two papers is it likely that even a mild letter would be 
published from a pronounced dissident. Yet, I will 
guarantee that you will be allowed to reply in an article 
fo my letter in this paper. Can you match this in any 
other journal ? You must not attack us because we do 
not reach an ideal hitherto quite unattainable in journalism. 
When we have a paper that editorially thinks along half 
a dozen different lines and invites articles of propaganda 
from Christians, Mohammedans, Mormons, Buddhists, 
Atheists, Christian Scientists, etc., and treats them equally 
in the hospitality offered, your criticism will merit con
sideration. We are free of the influence of priest, holy 
book, authority, advertiser, financier.

Lastly, my dear Ernest, I did not send you the paper 
with any hope of making you a convert. You must not, 
however, think that my lack of optimism in that direction 
is an implied compliment.—Yours always,

WILL KENT

THE INNOCENCE OF G. K. CHESTERTON

EVERYONE who possesses a sense of literary style must 
have a certain admiration for some of the works of G. K. 
Chesterton. Few men can have possessed a more utterly 
characteristic style than he, and few can have been more 
controlled by a sense of the vast importance of the message 
of their writings. But at the same time, few can, on 
occasion, have written more nonsense under the thin 
disguise of profundity. For a Freethinker few exercises 
could be more mentally helpful than a careful examina
tion of the work of Mr. Chesterton in one of bis wilder and 
more exuberant moods. There is no space, in these days 
of paper rationing, to examine even the whole of one brief 
essay, so many fallacies are everywhere close packed within 
small compass ; but T would like to call attention to one 
small point which is quite typical of the way in which the 
great Roman Catholic apologist begged the questions and 
(sometimes) the answers.

In an entertaining book of essays, entitled “  The Thing,”  
which was included bv Messrs, Sliced and Ward in their

many"p e lli" and" B°°ks ” 1939’ Chesterton tiltS f
buckling wav Th movements in his usual swash
my discussion of l °  e*“ mPIe which I  choose to illustrate
essay iu that ' T  I’hilosophical position comes from »"

, w i o “  s ,  ™ ' r v n‘ i ‘ w  r “ “ ‘ - “ Ufor the most part a discussion
anomalous phenomenon of the Catholic

of thc
Church’s all,ni''

it supi’1ortstion for ascetic practices, while at the same time .* 
the many religious feasts which are scattered, c i 
through the calendar.

Chesterton says, apropos a remark about the PeC 
of bis religion:— . , jor

The Faith is simply the story of a God who di ^ 
men. But, queerly enough, if we were even 0 ^  
the words without a capital G, as if it wer® e eg,

would 11 ‘ .,of some new and nameless tribe, many the thril'the idea for the first time. Many would feel »•-- 
of a new fear and sympathy if we simply wrote* ^ ^  
story of a god who died for men.”  People

tlw
up suddenly and say what a beautiful and to»1 
pagan religion that must be.

One is astonished that a writer who has assiin» oJ) 
attitude of superiority which Chesterton always ad°P ^  
religious matters could be so little acquainted 
facts of orthodox religion. What else was Osiris ¡0)| 
god who died for man,”  and almost every other 1 
of pagan antiquity might be described in siniil*11 „ 
In fact, queerly enough, the idea of a god dying 1, 
seems to have been almost generally held in the chi  ̂
of the human race, and only to have been outgrow'1 
the appearance of rational thought. )in

I have written, not with any desire to “  score ”  off 
who is no longer able to reply, save through the distoi 
of a spiritualistic medium, but because G. K. gs
is in many ways typical of the Roman Catholic Chi" „ 
a whole. Roman Catholics are very ready to accuse ^  
thinkers of ignorance, where as they themsfflveS .¡vl> 
frequently ignorant of the known facts of comP8' 
religion. .jjjgh

Roman Catholicism, in fact, still remains in the c . ¡.e 
stage of humanity, and it is therefore wholly ®P1” 
that Chesterton, its most fervent advocate in out ^  0j 
should have been, in all essentials, a child to the 1 ^ 
his days.

BRITISH-ISRAELISM

THE definite possibility of the United States joii"'^  ,(| 
the war against Germany may bring to the front 88 j 
tenet of the British-Israel Party. In 1932 they pred'ĉ  # 
that in 1934 the English-speaking countries would 
holy war against the world, Armageddon following- ,|1(. 
at hiast, it was to be, according to their periodic®^ ,, 
“  National Message.”  It is not very difficult for pr°P j(1 
to push their dates back and so keep their followed 
a state of expectancy. ^

According to British-Israelism, we must dieting"^., 
between the Jews (of Judah) and the Israelites, who 
our ancestors, and to whose ten northern tribes 
promises are made. These tribes were led away c8P̂ I)(| 
into Assyria when Samaria was taken about 721 B.Co qi 
then they disappear from history. What happen8“  - 
them is not known, but British Israel can tell us. 1 
escaped and drifted westwards to England as Anglo" 
Saxons.

Other peoples, such as the Celts, go towards our >" ,(l 
up, however. What about the Celts, then ? To exp ‘ 
this, British Israel takes an old Irish legend as s°^(| 
history, which says that the prophet Jeremiah v1' , i 
Ireland with an Egyptian lady who married an Irish c . 
This lady they suppose to be the daughter of Zedekiah. ■ 
King of Judah, and so fhe Celts are brought into j  
scheme of things by connecting the Hebrew monarchy* y 
therefore God’ s promises, with them. As for the s # 
itself there would bo the same justification in taking  ̂
Hans Andersen book and selecting one of the storic" 
true while rejecting thc rest. Next, they trace the dc® p 
of the English monarchy from Ireland, and the rabW  ̂
now in a position to be extracted from the hat. E"g 
kings descend from the old kings of Judah.
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a matter oi fact, there is no evidence at all that 
Egbert, or any of those that followed him, came from 
1 'eland, and no reason for believing Egbert to have had 
mi Irish ancestry. The only trustworthy record of any 
f'iOi connections about this period, I think, is when Edwy 
t,le Fair, having been tortured by the Church for wanting 
|° marry his cousin, was banished to Ireland, and this was 
ater than Egbert.

Nor is the British-Israelite to be deterred from his thesis 
I n William the Conqueror comes along. He, too, since 
(: fift the imprint of his blood on our royal line, must be 

'"'Mellow brought within the scheme. We must presume 
! Iat ‘I he liad not won at Hastings then there would have 
been no need for him to have Israelite connections. How- 
' ' i * f'e won, and so the tribe of Joseph separated from 
| H'rs in the westward trek and reappeared as Normans 
L the beginning of the 9th century.

these theories are presented with an air of learning and 
1 show of scholarship, well calculated to deceive the half- 
seated and are, in fact, a tissue of wild fabrications,

figments of unbridled imagination,”  as one author* calls'hem.

IJh
been . ^ t i o n  Stone from Perth is also held to have 
slepj °u8 ‘t by Jeremiah, and to be that on which Jacob 
avail ro°ls that it is of local Scottish origin are of no

The thesis is supported by some queer play on names.
Saxons” are “ Isaac’s sons” ; “ Danes”  are of the tribe 

, Dan; the word “ Scot”  is from the Hebrew scoth 
."Waning tabernacle). These are in our A.V., but Isaac 

' ‘-brew does not correspond to Saxon, and scoth should 
lou,|l be sukkoth, with quite a different sound. Why 

IJUr sailors called “  Jack Tars ”  ? Because, says British 
lSrael- we possess the “  ships of Tarshish,”  promised to

It H Hot an iisHc]| "  ‘ nvating task to pick out points for criticism 
s"He x 1 mass rubbish. We may remark, however, that 
''Hist 1 'lXons remained in Germany, and yet these latter 
ti, t]p 10 deluded. I know of no British Israelite answer 
i-asilyS’ 1 ani prepared to believe that they could

■ roncoct one. They have also made much of the""“asure„ . ^ents of Egyptian pyramids, though it is hard to
Israelq ' w^"t profit, since the Egyptians w'ere not

G. H. TAYLOR

ACID DROPS

1 * 'ION runs true to form wherever it is found. An
„ - H a n  paper just to hand records the execution of a 
luat ab P°rt Moresby. The man was attended in his
... .... by the Rev. Father Flynn. His religious
"‘an"strati

wh
oils were greatly appreciated by the condemned

j)„j " ,l° said he “ was not angry with anyone; 1 am 
"iiiii heaven.”  We feel quite sure that the hanged 
si,l • hnd himself in very congenial company, con- 

the large number of men—and women—who have 
sitec helped to their heavenly home by the public

toner.

^ h;
''stinii„t , °nts shall not come under rationed clothing. Why 

of

as been decided by the Board of Trade that clerical

W;|y quite understand that to place obstacles in the
UiiiPi!' priests and bishops, etc., putting on clieir stage

. ’'ms
‘s til, 
l'arsi

would rob all preachers of their distinctiveness.
e only way by which one can tell at a glance that

s°n is a really superior person. Besides, to prevent 
„„¡rustical dignitaries wearing their mumbo-jumbo

an actor the use of
lh. s‘astical dignitaries 

 ̂ oi'ins is not unlike denying 
W,.. "k<'-np.”  Of course, priests might be compelled to 
lijj," short skirts without trimmings, but a clown without 
tii,, ■ *ly recognised dress would lose much of his attrac- 
i>]( ’ It is a delicate situation, and the protests of the 
i,[ '8y prove that they at least are alive to the realities 
, heir position.

Churches,
("41|.)

Sects and Religious Parties.”  (Butter

A Roman Catholic paper suggests that Catholics, as a 
means of recognising each other, should wear a distinctive 
badge. It suggests that a fish should be worn. That is 
rather a dangerous suggestion, since it may suggest to 
those who are interested in religious origins that the fish, 
before it became a religious symbol, existed as a religious 
fact, and that might gently lead the believer to an under
standing of religion. It is quite certain that no Roman 
Catholic, or any other priest, would wish that.

For example. Among the most primitive of peoples 
superstitions exist concerning fish. With many tribes 
there is a fish totem, and a totem is either never eaten—as 
among the South African tribes—or is eaten ceremoniously 
—as in the later forms of primitive religion. Some 
believed that the spirits of the dead go into certain fishes, 
and that leads to the fish becoming an object of veneration, 
and also of petition. The Esquimeaux believe that a fish 
is the cause of rain. The ancient Babylonians believed 
that the inventor of letters was half fish and half man. 
Later, with the beginnings of astronomy, the fish plays a 
great part as a religious symbol. The Greeks and the 
Egyptians had a sophisticated form of fish worship. It is 
found on Christian tombs, it is closely connected with 
Jesus Christ and, under one form or another, was with 
him.

It is worth noting that the very ancient Jews must 
have had both a fish and pig totem. Both were holy, or 
sacred, animals. For the Jew is forbidden to eat the pig, 
and on many ceremonial occasions fish is eaten. And in 
primitive religions an animal totem, as we have said, is 
either eaten ceremonially, or it is not eaten at all. The 
eating of the flesh and blood of Jesus is again a custom 
that leads us direct back to one of the earliest forms of 
religious practice ; for the eating of the sacrificed god was 
one method of man partaking of his qualities. In the 
history of religion one must get right back to primitive 
mankind if one wishes to understand religion, instead of 
merely to record the various phases through which it has 
passed.

The hisitory of religion is a most interesting study. 
More, if one would understand the history of mankind, 
and account for all his modern religious fancies, many 
institutions, superstitions and frames of mind, the study 
of religion is imperative. A small book dealing with the 
way to study religion, giving the complete story from the 
savage up to the Archbishop of Canterbury, from the 
baptism of an ordinary baby to the coronation service of a 
king, is sadly needed. We throw out the hint for some 
adventurous soul to exploit.

Bridlington and Huntingdon have followed other places 
in taking the desperate plunge of having cinemas open on 
Sunday. There was the usual display of typically British 
religious humbug from both those who wanted them open 
and those who did not. It is an astonishing feature of 
modern religion that even when Christians are driven, 
against their will, to agree in doing something sensible 
where religion is concerned, they have to apologise and 
lie in doing so. The reasons given by both sides are seldom 
made the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the 
truth. That ought to follow with'a “  S’welp me, gawd,”  
because nothing but religion can so glorify humbug.

For example. Those who really like a genuinely free 
Sunday—if only as an instalment of the glorious freedom 
we are to have after the war (how long after is not stated) 
—put forward the excuse that men in the Forces need this 
Sunday recreation or amusement. But wo fail to see how 
or why men in uniform need amusement, etc., more than 
do civilians. If it is bad for soldiers and airmen to lounge 
about the streets with nothing to do, it must be equally 
bad for civilians. Sunday, the Christian Sunday, must 
be bad for both or for neither. Besides, in this war we 
are all in it. Civilians suffer as well as soldiers. And 
while we would like soldiers to have as much freedom as 
civilians—other things equal—we fail to see why soldiers 
should have greater freedom than civilians.i
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The religious plea that soldiers could go to church on 
Sunday will not do. Alter all, the performance given 
from the pulpit, or the altar, even though it be the com
pletely theatrical show put on by Roman Catholics, or the 
burlesque performance of a High Churchman, does not 
quite fill the bill—for the ordinary human being.

Not to be behind-hand in this game of insincerity, those 
Christians who are sufficiently developed to feel a little 
ashamed of the domination of purely savage “ taboo”  
apologise for their behaving more intelligently than they 
ought where religion is concerned, and set out the claim 
that what they are really concerned about is that men 
should not be robbed of their day of rest. As though 
the Churches ever seriously concerned themselves about 
that! The real reason for this attachment to Sunday, 
when it is honest, is purely religious, and, when it is not, 
the desire of the clergy to prevent any competition. So 
we have from such moronic institutions as the Lord’s Day 
Observation Society the warning that our troubles are 
“  largely due to our neglect of the Sabbath and, from the 
clergy, that if Sunday amusements are encouraged, working 
men will soon find themselves working seven days a week.”  
But one cannot have religion in the modern State without 
encouraging humbuggery and some very healthy lying.

A very curious incident occurred at Huntingdon. At 
the Council meeting attention was called to the fact that 
only letters against Sunday opening had been received. 
One pictured stacks of letters of protest. But it was 
revealed, to use an idiotic newspaper word, that those who 
agreed had been asked not to write. And the letters of 
protest reached the huge number of seven, in a population 
of 7,500, and one of these was a resolution from a Church 
meeting.

Against the opening of cinemas at Bridlington on 
Sundays it was urged to the Council that if they were 
opened attendants should be restricted to members of the 
Forces, because, said the Rev. Vesey, representing the 
“  Fraternal of Clergymen and Ministers,”  there was no 
demand by the general public. But if the general public 
do not want to go to the cinemas on Sunday, why prohibit 
them? No one is suggesting that those who do not go to 
the cinemas shall be fined or imprisoned.

Quite a number of Christians appear to be upset at the 
sermons of B.B.C. preachers who will have it that our 
sufferings during the war are due to our innate wickedness, 
and because we have not obeyed the “  law of God,”  
although what the law of God is no one is quite sure. The 
difficulty is an acute one. We, the inhabitants of these 
islands, are suffering at the hands of Germany. But, if 
that be true, it is not rash to say that God is, so far, on 
the side of Hitler. And that hardly fits in with the manner 
in which we Britishers imagine God should act. His first 
concern should be to look after us. Above all, while the 
good British Christian does not mind calling himself a 
miserable sinner, lie gets into a hell of a temper if an 
outsider endorses the statement.

We remember that many, many years ago we had a free 
fight at an open-air meeting for taking a Christian at his 
word in this matter. He was a very unpleasant-looking 
individual and the head of some missionary institute, and, 
in the course of his remarks, after dwelling upon the 
villainy of Atheists, he said that he, as a Christian, 
recognised that he was a miserable sinner. When we 
suggested that, so far as appearances went, the evidence 
seems convincing, he and his followers were upset—and 
the fight was on. It is sometimes very unwise to assume 
that a Christian means what lie says or says what he means.

The Vatican may experience trouble in Australia. Tt 
seems the Commonwealth Government is undecided whether 
payments of Peter’ s Pence, one of the sources of income 
of the Roman Church, should be permitted during the 
duration of the war. The New Testament performance of 
fishes coming along with pieces of money in their mouths 
for the godly seems no longer possible. The Church now

has to look for money to organisms higher in the biological 
scale and with longer ears. The fishes are replaced by 
animals of a higher grade and with longer ears.

There are some features about the Church’s struggk 
for the Child that gives one hope. For example- ‘ 
writer in the “ Church Times”  says that the educational 
question will never be settled until the “  scandalous 
divisions of Christendom are healed.”  That, we repeat,- - Slate

For in the whole d its .gives us grounds for hope, r o r  m  uie wnuio — - . -orlS,
the Christian world has never been free from c '
If we may take the New Testament at its own fa11 ^jvfS 
Christians were very early quarrelling among them- ^ 
as to what was Christianity, and Raul had to "^"¡stian) 
Christians against being led astray by false (L fl],y 
teachers. When Christians first appear as genuine ̂   ̂ ût

istians 
the?

to

teauuers. »vnen cnristians ftrst appear as genuim- 
they offer the same feature— “ everybody’s out of step 
our Jock ”  ; and the only thing that to-day drives Chris 
together for united action is the conviction that i
do not occasionally hang together, the alternative 
hang separately.

The “  Newcastle Evening Chronicle ”  is discussing 
we ought to do when the war is over. Some j|,f 
Catholics are afraid that instead of going tbr-011̂  
prescribed religious “ grovel”  after the war, some (|
write to the paper saying that they will first have a ^
long sleep and then a good feast of ham and eggs-  ̂
that would certainly be better than going to churf 
thanking a god who isn’t there for what he hasn. 1 j 
But we also hope there will not be too much sleeping^p[ 
eating after the war. AVe have a long, long road to ^  ̂
if we wish to convert this country into a genuine dem"^
A good many powerful influences are lying l°w ‘ 
moment, but they will be active enough when peace i ‘
At present we are fighting through war to peace. I  ̂ a 
shall have to fight another kind of war in order to & ^  
genuine peace. Hitler has blown up a lot of our bui 1 r 
We shall have, after the war, to see that some 0 ^  
institutions and propensities follow the road 0 
demolished homes and monuments.

««'Pi
We see that Canada is to have a day of national P 

on June 29. Fcdly is far more infective than wisdom- ' 
the Canadians should have learned something froin 
own attempts in that direction. Perhaps they have 
something, for we observe that the prayers are to 111 .jj 
to a greater rate of arms production. As usual, God 
help provide guns, aeroplanes and tanks if they 
sufficient numbers to do the trick without his interfd1

It is, of course, brutally stupid—or stupidly 9111 ^ 
whichever way one cares to put it—for the German 
have billeted themselves in the Monastery of Jaslia 11 ,

tui-y
and while, there to have destroyed “  tin- miraculous P1C ^ 
of Our Lady of Cresta-chowa.”  \Vre can understand f 
“ Catholic Times”  feeling very angry at this, but, •* 
all, tile' miraculous picture might have done somethin!- , 
protect itself. The despoilers should have been par» p 
directly they raised their hands to “ defile”  the p)C f 
Or over-night (these things usually happen when no 
is about) the picture might have repaired itself. As p 
the miraculous painting seemed no better able to P1 
itself than a cartoon of Low. Once upon a time 
saints, male and female, would have punished the desc 
tors in a signal manner. But the saints have falle'1 
bad days.

The evil influence of religion makes itself plain 
nearly every possible occasion. The B.B.C. 7-55 mornT 
moan was taken over for a week by the Dean of K \ 
Paul’ s. Not quite so obviously void of meaning as w'1' f 
many of his predecessors, his addresses were much P°01' 
than he would have dared to give to any ordinary audie11̂  
And the announcer adapted his tone to that remini*0'"  
of “ Let us pray.”  But it would, of course, be danger-oil”
to preach religion in the same tone that one talks of 0 
aspects of life. The other aspects would not suffer, 
the religious fee-fi-fo-fum influence would be com 
smashed.

tlK* 
bid

pleti*



“ THE F R E E T H IN K E R , ”
2, and 3, Furnival Street, Holborn,

London, E.C.4.

This is not the first letter of the kind we have received 
from readers. We hope the compliment paid is well 
deserved. It will certainly act as a spur to us to take 
care that the “  Freethinker ”  does not deteriorate.

TO CORRESPONDENTS
Damage Fund.—T. B. Jones, 2s. 6d. ; D. J. Cavanagh 

(U.S.A.), 5s. ; f . B. Bolton, £4 7s. lOd. ; Bolton Branch, 
N'S-S., £5; E. Chidley, 15s.; E. Williams (U.S.A.), 5s. 

'*• Hurray.—Thanks for cutting ; always useful.
J*CK Bishop (Melbourne).—Thanks for cuttings. They are 

a,ways useful. Even when not actually used at the time, 
"Uiiy are worth preserving.

Breethinke
S.H.-

Such help makes the 
a genuinely co-operative effort.

'Received with thanks.

' Simpson.—Several readers have sent us the cutting
r°m “ John Bull.”  We may take it as the subject for 

y  of our “  Views 
th« Frazer

Matthews.—Most of the works of H. C. Lea have been -

and Opinions ”  so soon as we finish 
which will be next week.

and “ Studies in Church History,”  
of them first-class books. Dr.

stit; uT ublished in this country, but not all— “  Super- 
Elt,on and Force”

C°ultenample~ b0thto says that no one has ever been able to point 
V0luJ material misstatement in the whole of his many 
Writ eSl Bhat is a fine testimony by one scholarly 

,, ter to another.

l o u r ^ h e  following from Epictetus will answei 
“ Every matter has two handles, one of 

bfotli' bear taking hold of, the other not. If thy 
tllis • T  S'n a8ainst thee, lay not hold of the matter by 
Jioji’ 01 by this handle the matter will not bear taking 
is " ' Rut rather take lay hold of it by this, that he 
(,f ;,1'. brother, thy born mate ; and thou wilt take hold"f it by what will bear handling.”

notices must reach 2, and 3, Furnival Street, 
Rulborn, London, E.C.4, by the first post on .
"l *bey will not be inserted.

SUGAR PLUMS

2, ari | * gradually settling down in our new home at 
■ Furnival Street, nolborn, and we say with con- 

'bvit,.' *be change will be all for the better. We
a call from both London and provincial friends.

A reader—we fancy he is a Roman Catholic, although a 
weak one— asks us whether we really believe that intoler
ance is part of the “  teaching ”  of the Church. Perhaps the 
best plan will be to take the following from Cardinal 
Newman’s “  Apologia pro Vita Sua,”  page 257: —

“  The Catholic Church claims, not only to judge 
infallibly on religious questions, but to animadvert on 
opinions in secular matters which bear upon religion, 
on matters of philosophy, of science, of literature, of 
history, and it demands our submission to her claim. 
It claims to censure books, to silence authors and to 
forbid discussions. . . .  It must, of course, be obeyed 
without a word.”

That should settle the question. Cardinal Newman was 
among the foremost theologians of his time. Our quotation 
is from the edition of 1889.

The “  Willesden Chronicle”  thinks that “ no parent 
would object to the teaching (in the schools) of those 
elements of the Christian religion which makes for decent 
conduct in life.”  We are afraid the editor of the 
“ Willesden Chronicle”  does not understand the situation. 
First of all the objection is to the State, made up of all 
sorts of religions, and a very large number of people who 
have no religious belief, picking out a particular religion 
for financial and moral support, freedom must rest on 
equality. There can be no other basis that will be of use. 
Secondly, “  decent,”  in the mouth of right-thinking people, 
has no necessary relation to religion. In the mouth of a 
parson it really means the holding of certain religious 
beliefs, without which a number assert morality cannot 
exist. Thirdly, it is wrong to force religious beliefs on 
children who are unable, and not permitted, to exercise 
their own judgment on what is placed before them. 
Fourthly, religious instruction is not “  education ”  at all. 
It does not bring out the best that is in a child, but 
teaches it to accept as true theories and tales what the 
teachers and the parsons would mostly be ashamed to put 
before a critical audience of adults. There atre other 
objections, but these are enough to get on with.

AM BASSADOR TO THE REICH

destp r concern at the moment is to replace our
ni)eR "iec* st°<'k of books and pamphlets, and to print new 
Witij' do this we shall be asking friends to supply us 
“ p <(lpies of those we are without. But two of the 
•he 'Uphl°ts For the People ”  have just been delivered from 
S l^ ^ te r s . There is a new one, “  Christianity and 
othepVy’ I°r which we have frequently beam asked. The 
hjs ls a reprint of “  Did Jesus Christ Ever Exist ? ”  which 
»e 'c'Pn out of print for some time. Of this latter onecan
a* b,

say that it puts the essential as clearly as it ever 
âtt * Cl1 Put> and is quite free from the discussion of 

^  which, while not altogether irrelevant, are yet 
j Christians by confusing the issue. Although we 

Hji. ' the pamphlet is the clearest and most convincing 
iif that has yet been issued within the compass
P»Sti Pages. The price of these pamphlets is 2d. each.

age Id. extra.

Hiere 
> d ir

is an excerpt from a reader of less than a year’s 
it js 'n8- Wo think it will be appreciated by readers as 

S hy those responsible for the journal.

It is just over nine months since I became a 
M|bscriber to the “ Freethinker.”  I have read it with 
interest and, I think, profit. Some four months ago 
 ̂ was fortunate enough to acquire a complete run 

[r°m 1929 to 1939, and am amazed at the continuously 
'Ugh level it maintained. Candidly, I know of no 
'dher journal in this country that can compare with 
'*• It reflects credit on all concerned. I regret I did 
n°t make its acquaintance earlier in life.”

IT is not often that one is moved to describe a book as 
an important historical document; and, of the few books 
thus described, fewer still merit the description. “  Ambas
sador Dodd’s D iary”  (Gollancz, 12s. 6d.) should certainly 
be one of the select few. It is a careful and unsensational 
account, by one who viewed the process from within, of 
the way in which the Nazi Movement in Germany gradually 
tied the German people down, making them the obedient 
servants of the party will.

Where Mr. William Dodd was so privileged as an observer 
of these matters was that he was U.S. Ambassador to the 
Reich for several crucial years, and consequently had the 
chance of observing most of the Nazi leaders at close 
quarters.

His appointment was the result of President Roosevelt’s 
desire to come to better terms with Germany ; but, at this 
late date and being wise after the event, one may feel 
doubtful whether a Baptist Professor of History was pre
cisely the right person to achieve that aim. However, the 
fact remains that Mr. Dodd, doing his level best to reach 
a satisfactory solution of the dilemmas even then dividing 
the world, kept a most illuminating diary, which has now 
achieved publication.

There are many memorable things in the book, not the 
least being the portrait (quite unself-consciously given) of 
the diarist himself. What will arouse most controversy 
is his denunciation of sympathisers with Fascism among 
the. autocracy of all countries. Already the book has been 
attacked in some quarters for that reason—but, somehow, 
I doubt whether there are any nenr-Fascists among the 
readers of these columns ! S. H.
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THE “ M A N ” JESUS
V

T H E  passage in the “ Annals”  of Tacitus relating to 
the way in which Christians were persecuted in Rom e 
under Nero, together with the name of the 
“ originator”  o f the sect, “ C hristus,”  has been a 
perfect godsend to Christians ever since the reality of 
their deity has been scientifically questioned ; and it 
is now being used by a num ber o f Rationalists and 
Agnostics as a genuine piece o f Christian evidence 
with an enthusiasm which would have gladdened the 
heart of old Paley.

Let us assume for a m om ent that it is absolutely 
authentic, that Tacitus did write it— and what does 
it prove? Actually nothing more than about the 
year a .d . 115 there was a religion called “ Chris
tianity”  which had a number of adherents who de
clared that the founder was someone called “ Christ”  
who suffered death under Pontius Pilate. There 
must have been millions of other believers in the 
Rom an Em pire who, in exactly the same way, would 
have told Tacitus that the founder of their particular 
faith had also lived and d ied ; for example, the 
followers o f Osiris, o f M ithra, of Adonis, o f Atys, 
and of many other deities. And the business o f the 
historian would be to  record what he heard. Certainly, 
Tacitus did not go into the question o f the origin of 
a particular deity with the scientific precision of a 
James Frazer.

Christians, in the days of Tacitus, undoubtedly 
believed that “ Christ”  had lived —  just as the 
worshippers of Mithra were certain of the existence 
at one tim e o f M ithra. W hat religion Tacitus himself 
believed in I  do not k n ow ; but he obviously thought 
very littlo o f Christianity if his description of it is 
genuine. H e says that the Christians were “ hated 
for their abom inations.”  Is that true? W ere the 
Early Christians guilty o f abom inations?

One o f m y critics claims they were. H e insists 
that it was “ most unlikely”  that “ Tacitus merely 
retailed what he picked up from  Christians”  because 
“ Tacitus was a Rom an of position who held public 
office, had access to official records, and despised and 
loathed Christians.”  For these statements he gives 
no authority whatever, evidently believing in making 
them that it would not be required. I  am afraid my 
innate scepticism  makes m e very disinclined to take 
any statement emanating from  a believer in a “ m an”  
Jesus on trust.

For the truth is that, as far as we know, the facts 
are just the other way. Dr. Couchoud, in his “ Enigm a 
of Jesus,”  declares, “ It would be hazardous to believe 
that Tacitus found his authority for this passing 
phrase in any archive, lor it was not his custom  to 
consult original docum ents. There is no reason to 
think that there ever existed in the E m peror’s archives 
any report of the Procurator Pontius Pilate as to 
the execution o f Christus. And we know through 
Tacitus that these archives were secret and that the 
Em peror refused to allow even the Senate to consult 
th em .”  These statements are given on authority—  
from Pli. Fabia ’s “ Les Sources dp T acite”  (Paris, 
1893) and from  the “ H istory”  o f Tacitus, iv ., 40. 
The reader can, of course, take his ch o ice : believe 
on authority or not.

There is another point which must strike the un
biassed explorer in these matters-. I f  the records did 
contain the necessary documents relating to the death 
of Jesus, would the title given him for his name, 
“ C hrist,”  that is, the Messiah, have been used?- 
W ould not the name have beon Jesus, or Jesus of 
Nazareth? Is it not a fact that in John it says, 
“ And Pilate wrote a title, and put it on the cross. 
And the-w riting was, Jesus of Nazareth the King of 
the Jew s.”  Mnrk and Luke say merely “ the King 
o f the Jew s,”  without giving a name for the inscrip
tion ; while M atthew adds the name “ Jesu s.”  In 
none of these cases have we “ Christ” ; yet we are 
told that it was the word “ Christ”  which is found 
in the archives.
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And would the average Rom an reading ^gs 
“ Annals”  in a .d . 120 or so have known w ggj 
Pontius Pilate in the reign of Tiberius i n ‘ ¡s 
Judea, the source of the “ ev il”  o f Christian .0^  
introduced later, but not when Pilate is g ¡n 
And again, were large num bers of Chris 1 ¡s 
R om e under N ero? Is it not a fact that n°t gJjui 
this seriously questioned by modern authori ^  
alm ost the whole story of the terrible fa4e 
out to them  nowadays den ied? The passage 
“ Annals”  declares that the Christians “ conies 
though what they confessed to is by no means ^  
Could they possibly have confessed to setting ^  ¡s 
on fire when they were innocent o f the charge- ^  
it seriously contended that is what they rea -v 
and it was so recorded in the archives?

The Christians were, according to the ^ nrjg j0r 
made into human torches to provide a spec'aC se 
the Rom an m ob— and in this m ob, used to f “r 
sights, there arose “ p ity .”  Is this conceivable- ^  
why do not Suetonius, Pliny and D io Cass '11 1 
of whom painted Nero in black colours, me rpLit«* 
“ spectacle” ? Are we to believe that only ^  
knew o f it, or that only he was allowed to 0
the facts from  the archives? , ,that

Tacitus is appealed to when we want to Pr0 Dge 
there existed a “ m an”  Jesus; but it is rather s e 
that he is not appealed to when we want to P .

__________  abonniJ
In this case, either he or the arcbR®® r0jc

that the Early Christians were guilty of “.“ ~oa jrc 
tions.’
mistaken. Did he go to the records when he \qjic 
about the Jew s? H e said in his “ H istory”  tha 
Jews kept for worship in their holy o f h°he,s 
image of an ass, as the animal by whose gul j e[. 
they had slaked their thirst and brought their wa ^ ¡# 
ings to a happy sequel.”  Are we to b e lie 'e 
because Tacitus was “ a Rom an of position ’ • ^

According to Suetonius writing, about a .d- 
Claudius, who lived about the year a .d . 25, th_e 
were expelled from  Rom e because, “ at the 
lion of Chrestus, they were perpetually 1111 
trouble. Is “ Chrestus”  our Jesus of Nazareth - ..
he, as a “ m an ,”  in R om e? So fuddled are the 1 ^ 
tagonists of the real existence of Jesus as a 
the passage in Suetonius that nowadays they a fll 
all, with a sigh o f relief, give it up. As the 0f 
Weiss, says, “ It betrays so inaccurate know ing 
the facts that it cannot seriously be regarded ^  ¡5 
w itness.”  Hut it is not unfair to ask 
“ inaccurate”  where did he get his 
from ? The archives ?

theThe truth is that Tacitus, as a witness f°r w, 
assertion that there was a man called Jesus u 
lived in Palestine about the year a .d . 30, went a ,, 
doing good, and was put to death by Pontius l’1 
is an even poorer authority than Josephus ° r ^  
T a lm u d ; and that holds good if we accept .

as genuine. Hut ever since Robert 1 j

if Suetonius
inform»410

Annals no gDuum&, uuu evo, iium-*«- Aa"
questioned the authority of Gibbon on this point, j 
I think he was the first to do so— Taylor was a É»1 
pioneer in many ways— the conviction has been_ g1 ^ 
ing that not only is the whole passage relating . 
“ Christ”  and the persecution o f the Early Christ'- 
a deliberate forgery, but that it is quite pi'°b‘‘ ] 
that the whole o f the “ Annals”  have beén forged- 
will deal with this in my next article.

H. CUTNE11

Ecclesiastical tyranny is of all kinds the worst; its 
are cowardice, idleness, ignorance and poverty.—BancB

The truest mark of being born with great qualities is 4,1' 
born without envy.—La R ochefoucauld.

The book which you are reading aloud is mine, Fiden'"11̂  
but while you read it so badly, it begins to be y °°r'' 
—Martial.

At present we can only reason of the divine justice h'®r 
what we know of justice in man. When we are in 0 . (1t 
scenes, we may have a truer and nobler idea of it, .),(> 
while we are in this life we can only speak from 
volume that is laid open before us.—Pope.



THE FREETHINKER 301June 20, 1041

THE PROPHET

(Hose^'ix a fool, the spiritual man is mad.”

sta„ are born we cry that we are come to this great°l fools!.T
fools p 1' il ^UH uninteresting world if ’twere not for 

His ' en beaven> we are told, folly is not unknown:
''’«noton"81^ he charRe<i with fol'y ”  (Job iv- 18)- The
foil» ,Jn̂ i °* beaven Has created worse things than angelic

nc Jbe lesser thing should not the greater hide 1 
Our ’

a,lmitsits lC*lama wben theatricalised on our little stage

n'ai'y)0/ tv,S are’ accor<Hng to Carlisle, “ mostly fools,” 
hem being prophetic fools!

11 "hat is a prophet ?
Augurg

poets ’ conlect°rs! diviners, magicians, oracles, ovates, 
I’rophet*'10**U K̂’ Seers’ so°thsayers and sorcerers; the 
tribute ,na'  be a^ these, but each and all have con- 
AngUs(. to the world’s prophecies, which the Emperor 

U Us h'ssened by destroying some 2,000 of its volumes.
lor th '̂01' 3 Wo,HH, probably, never have been heard of but
last_jr ' ma<tmen. From the first religion to that of the
tor thei°rin°n*Sm—a^ them would have perished but

of but one fool, whilst on the great stage of life

, lil't the
Prophets and prophe

th" World 
*'"• »  he

Prophet, honest enough to begin with perhaps, 
understood as it desired, and shaped him to his 

(Bout - !e Pr°phesied falsely he was punished with death 
tiaturaiiXl1'  ̂’ XVHI 20-22 ; Jer. xxvi). So their prophesies 
in.-anin  ̂ becanie obscure, ambiguous, practically void of 

jj or capable of two or three different meanings.
loamin0t reaHy mad they must sham a drunken frenzy, 
Bnash  ̂ tbe m°uth, yelling and making a strange noise, 
stra,. °I teeth, shivering and trembling, with many

K® motions.
Every

Start-  ̂ l>a’ Ibly encumbrance must be dispensed with. 
nabedness was essential if true prophecy waslclPated.

and ' s r̂'PPed himself naked’ to prophesy before Samuel 
thaf bmphesied and lay down naked all that day and all

 ̂ 'uRht (1 Sam- xjx 24).

Hu,] | Sa*ah, a greater prophet than Saul, walked naked 
aref°°t for three years (Isa. xx. 3). Whether he 

'ldnkn -SOber a"  tbat time or not he doesn’t say! Strong:"><i th,1,1 Isaiah’s time was very much abused— “  The priest

" vJsi, 
‘̂ fon

Prophet has erred through strong drink : they err
°n and stumble in judgment ”  (Isa. xxviii 7).

evil brink, dreams, fits, moved by good spirits, and 
V sent from God, and agitated in a violent manner
^  s spirit, prophets used unspeakable gestures and 
of ’ made speeches and psalm,s, or sung them, or songsPrai:

Hla
Se to God.

on,) asPbemous, ignorant, drunken, profane (both prophet 
Jer- xiii. 11), every prophet and priest dealing

|,ri; y (Jer. vi. 13), prophets prophesying falsely and 
Iir, 3 s bearing rule by their means (Jer. v. 31). Prophets 
¡>6) l(“siefi lies: tire deceit of their own hearts (Jer. xiii. 
lj]s bh'en the divinely inspired prophet Jeremiah, for his 
¡Hl0 Prophecies, was put into the stocks and finally cast 

a dungeon (Jer. xxviii).Thlftt Joe Smith, the Mormon, should have had theary0
P'V,,] n°6 t° caIl himself a prophet, in receipt of a special 
Rej ati°n from, and under the influence of, the Supreme 
|,h I Ei therefore, should not surprise us ! lint Joe was 

ably the first respectable prophet !
, He 
J°es 
Ph

above, briefly and hastily written, may want— indeed 
Heed—some qualifying. That some of the Hebrew

liv.Hhets were remarkable men cannot be gainsaid. They
\ *n a primitive age and, of course, were queer mixtures.
«1,"b if

th,
in our modern, civilised age we still find survivals

pm, what may not be said on their behalf—
“ If parts allure thee, think how Bacon shined,

The greatest, wisest, meanest of mankind.”
(Pope.)

With Bacon, however, his good works have followed him, 
while his evil works have been buried. Whilst with the 
Hebrew prophets, much of the evil they did lives after them, 
whilst the good part of their work was interred with their 
bones. That their lives justify Hosea’s pronouncement, 
I think will be acknowledged.

God, in the O.T., is a very elusive being—in clouds, whirl
winds, burning bushes, up mulberry trees, busily smiting 
nations, armies or individuals in their hinder parts. “  He 
was more concerned,”  says Voltaire, “  with the hinder 
parts of the Jews than with their immortal souls.”  And 
the same characteristic is carried forward to the N.T.

Prophetising dreams and visions; and the prophet still 
continues, as of old, to be useful, “ for,”  says Paul, “ no 
man understandeth him ; howbeit in the spirit he speaketh 
mysteries”  (1 Cor. xii. 22; 1 Cor. xiv. 1-6; Eph. iv. 11).

Knowing these gentlemen, and the value of their pro
phecies, does it not seem wonderful that the fulfilment of 
prophecy should be deemed one of the leading branches ol 
Christian evidence ?

To have selected any prophet in the O.T. as representa
tive would, no doubt, have been questioned by many. But 
in the N.T. no one will question the selection of Christ as 
a representative prophet. He ought to be classed as King 
of Prophets ! What were his prophecies worth ? The most 
important of them—the end of the world and the last 
Judgment— still remain unfulfilled. If anyone will for a 
few minutes turn to Matt. iv. 4-34, and carefully consider 
what is stated there, then note the declaration in.v. 34, 
“  Verily I say unto you, this generation shall not pass 
till all these things be fu lfilled !”  Similar passages may 
be read, particularly Matt, xxiv., Mark xiii. and Luke xxi. 
And if we still fail to understand what is so clearly stated, 
we must wait till we have the pleasure of meeting the Lord, 
when he cometh in his glory “  sitting on a cloud ”  in the 
air, when he will no doubt explain many “  things hard to 
be understood.”

As the second person of the Trinity, if Christ had pro
phesied truly, he would only have been revealing secrets. 
He bluifingly credited his father only with the knowledge 
of the day and hour of the fulfilment of his prophecies 
(Matt. xxix. 36). But evidently the son’s speculations did 
not meet with his father’s approval!

And yet, after 2,000 years, prophets are still alive !

Bursts like the following may be expected for another 
2,000 years, at least: —

“  Every man his own prophet. If you wish to look into 
your own future, consult the Oracle—Unconscious Cerebra
tion—within you, by simply stating your difficulties to 
your mind, just before falling asleep, and within a reason
able time after you will be surprised, but not always 
cheered, by the result. Conscious cerebration is untrust
worthy as a guido because it is crippled by religion, 
education, etc. Whereas the freedom of Unconscious 
Cerebration is unrestricted, boundless. Try i t ! ”

The poet Tennyson was a true prophet. ’lake his 
“  Locksley H a ll”  as an instance: —

For I dipt into the future, far as human eye could see,
Saw the vision of the world, and all the wonder that 

would be ;
Saw the heavens fill with commerce, argosies of magic 

sails,
Pilots of the purple twilight, dropping down with costly 

bales;

Heard the heavens fill with shouting, and there rained 
a ghastly dew,

From the nations’ airy navies grappling in the central 
blue.

In comparison with the prophetic power of Scott and 
Byron, Tennyson’ s prophecies resemble the diagnosis of a 
doctor. He lacks their concentrating and foretelling power, 
and certainly their atmosphere. One quotation 1 select
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from Byron because of its aptness at present— “  The Isles 
of Greece,”  from “ Don Juan” : —

“ What—silent still? and silent all?
Ah no, the voices of its dead 

Sound like a distant torrent’ s fall 
And answer, ‘ Let one living head,

But one arise—we come— we come ’ :
— ’Tis but the living who are dumb.”

Even so have prophets, apostles and poets been urged to 
find expression.

At present the prophetic Voice of Spring is again heard 
in the land. Blackbird, lark and thrush are combining 
to make this sunny, spring morning into a thing of beauty 
and a joy for ever !

We may in time be enabled to humanise these forces 
if we act upon Mary Webb's sage advice: —

“  Let us away, out of the murky day 
Of sullen towns, into the silver noise 
Of woods where every bud has found her way 
Sunward, and every leaf has found a voice.”

GEORGE WALLACE

MR. CUTNER ON THE HISTORICITY 
OF JESUS

A K IN D  friend has earned my gratitude by adding 
Mr. Cutner’s four articles, “ The ‘ M an ’ Jesus,”  to 
my still-growing collection o f three entire books—  
one English, one French, one Nazi-German —  and 
well over three hundred articles about my “ Messiah 
Jesu s.”

I  value them for their unique delightful frank
ness. Although there are quite a number of reviewers 
about who have developed the labour-saving device 
o f criticising a book without reading it to a fine art, 
I had not yet com e across one who so opehly con 
fessed to using this technique. W e live to learn, 
indeed— and this is still a century o f progress!

I gather from  No. 1 of the series that not only my 
late friend D r. Claude Montefiore, but also Klausner 
and m yself —  we are both punished for our sins by 
being shorn of our academ ic titles, presumably 
because they were, unlike Dr. M ontefiore’s, bestowed 
by alien universities— “ and many other Jewish 
authorities”  just leave M r. Cutner “ co ld .”

As far as I am concerned, I cannot for the life of 
me reciprocate that feeling. For I am simply thrilled 
by the announcement in No. 3 that Mr. Cutner “ will 
read”  m y book “ one d a y ,”  and I look forward with 
great expectations to the outcom e of so momentous 
an undertaking. W hat may we not expect from him 
when that day will have dawned nt last, having 
already received so much from him for which we 
ought to feel truly thankful— e .g ., the new fine dis
tinction between “ the Syro-Chaldaic language”  and 
“ Aramaic, which M ilman would have so characterised 
if he had know n”  of their identity. May 1 tell Mr. 
Cutner that modern linguists call ono and the same 
language “ A ram aic”  if it is used by the ancient 
Arumasnns, Persians, Palestinian and Babylonian 
Jews and Mandieans, but “ Syriac”  if used by Oriental 
Christians? “ Syro-Chaldaic”  is but an old-fashioned, 
now discarded name for this language of the ancient 
Persian and later Parthian world-empire, which was 
used when Babylonian and Assyrian were unknown 
and people believed that the ancient “ Chaldeans”  
spoke the language of the Babylonian Jews and Syrian 
Christians.

A fter M r. Cutner has read m y book he ' aS 
that I do not claim  that the Old Russian tex 
translated from  an Aramaic original. On 1 ^
trary, I  have proved that it was translated f,0j" . gj 
first Greek version (made by his Greek seC ,̂° “ rfhe 
of Josephus’ original Aramaic draft, entitle 
Capture o f Jerusalem ,”  and written for the , 
the Parthian E m pire ; while the slightly (1 ^  
vulgato Greek text, entitled “ Jewish Wm, |1(, 
intended for the Rom ans, Greeks and Jews 111
Rom an Em pire.

iv tl'"1“ One day” — let us hope so— he will also know 
beside “ the Greek text and this Slav one
different Latin versions (one o f them 111

son10

2,000 M S S ., still to be more closely search® 
variants), a Hebrew, an Arabic and an 
one “ have com e down to u s ,”  all carefully >nV ^  
gated and discussed in detail by one w h o» ^  
Cutner deservedly punishes for his misdee h

be-
niter'“'

placing his “ learning” — such as it may 
inverted com m as and by not reading the m 
collated in years of painstaking labour. jated 
“ one d a y ”  learn that we do know who t r a p ' ^ (1 
the Greek (not the Aramaic) text into Slavonic-  ̂
was not a Jew, but a Russian Subotnik '• ” || 
Sabbatarian, heretic “ Judaizer.”  B ut I  must no , 
Mr. Cutner too m uch of what is in m y book, 1|U® ¡„
ten years ago and now out of print, lest he rL ^ 
for good and all from  reading i t ! And where "
1 then be?

“ Not until an authentic manuscript or copy

hand can we be absolutely certain what he 
says Mr. Cutner on p. 220. B ut, may I humbly 1

Josephus in Aramaic or ( ! )  Syro-Chaldaic c0,tl<>
ie wr< 
■unbly 

nf th®him, what could prevent him, or any one 0 
other fanatical devotees of his inverted religi°uS  ̂^  
in the non-historicity of Jesus, from  declaring tbfl ;s 
happily re-discovered Aram aic text o f Joseph11® y 
“ inauthentic,”  “ interpolated,”  etc,, just aS ^
declare the Latin text of Tacitus— recognised fiS \

dlU"!’fectly authentic by everyone who knows any1 jj 
about this author —  as falsified sim ply beoaU8® 
militates against their own unshakeable prejudnj  ̂

W hat has, indeed, prevented Mr. Cutner i 
retailing again the obsolete statement that ‘ 
from the B ib le ”  we “ have got only the wen* • 
arguments from Josephus, Tacitus and the Tain11' ^ 
when he could have found in my book the Wi ,

nflU1'11
explanation of the alleged eclipse o f the sun -  ,f
o f the Samaritan Thallus, trying to give a

dur!ing

the crucifixion of Jesus, long before Josephus w'^ r 
his first b o o k ; the letter o f the Syrian Mara  ̂
Serapion, mentioning “ the wise king o f the ’ f 
killed by them ” — demonstrably anterior to the H A 
A.n. 73, i.e ., older than the gospel of Mark, wh*®1̂ ,, 
posterior to A.n. 75 ; the testim ony of the R^1 f 
procurator of the Lebanon province, Soss"1 | 
H ierocles, about “ Jesus and his nine hun ( 
followers com m itting banditry”  (la trocin ia); and h* [ 
not least, the witness o f the genuine report8 
Pilate to Em peror Tiberius, published by Eml1' 1^ed b

tri®'1
M axim inus Daza in a.d. 311, which prov 
embarrassing for the Christians that Eusebius 
to discredit them by chronological arguments ol'. 
par with those used by Mr. Cutner in order to 1 
credit the witness of Eliezer b. H yrkanos? | 

It is this perfectly authentic official report, ost|] 
by Josephus in the Im perial Archives in Rom e, *' 
which the Flavian propagandist culled the authe11 
pen-portrait of Jesus as it was given in the ‘ hl*, 
and c r y ,”  or “ mandate to arrest”  the king of 
Jews proclaimed without Rom an consent by ( 
Messianist revolutionaries, in order to prove that
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person corresponding to this 
have been anything but a 
does not suit M r. Cutner any

description could  not 
m ere hum an being. This 

not suit M r. Cutner any better than it suits 
Christian fundamentalists (although the pre-Nicene
Caureh-fatbpvc .............n -
tion and

°uhvard appearance ot their crucified J-ord as an 
historic fact and a verification, o f the prophecies in 
saiah lii., 1 4 ; liii. t 3 3 .). I  am  sorry, but I  cannot 
!elP either the one or the others. They both manage 
0 stick to their guns by refusing or, let us say, post- 

poning t0 reac| wjiat  ¡r]is them.

----LULU
church-fathers were well acquainted with this descrip- 

did not hesitate to accept the uncom ely 
appearance of their crucified Lord as

But even if we had nothing but the one passage 
ln tl)e Talmud, quoted by M r. Archibald Robertson 
10111 rny book, it would be  an irrefutable proof for 

jhe fact that a R abbi Jesus the Nasorean (Jeshu 
•m-hiosri), alleged to be tlie son o f a R om an soldier 
an̂ era, interpreted B iblical passages in exactly the 

(|"ue provocative way as the Jesus of the Synoptic 
"ispels. Ror the chronological difficulties raised by 

‘ '• Cutner on p. 272 are all wholly imaginary.

^rst of all, it is w holly irrelevant whether the 
J S  occurs in the “ M ishnah”  or in the “ G em ara,”  
‘A p ^ ere ' s no separate M S. tradition o f the 
•ffisbnah,”  which was com m itted  to writing in the 

j . 1 Century a .d ., together with the “ Gem ara. For 
• Cutner’s purpose the one is no older nor m ore 

rehable than the other.

Secondly, Rabbi Aqiba (born about a .d . 5 0 ; 
tn v?-Uted b.Y the Rom ans about a .u . 132) did not talk 
tellIS lnaster “ about the year a .d . 130,”  as M r. Cutner 

s readers, but in 'th e  year o f the persecution 
l( *le Palestinian Christians (a .d . 106/7). H e could 
,,‘ Ve found this date in R . Travers H erford ’s book on 

le Pharisees,”  p . 141, if he was afraid that my 
¡ " n an<l Dr. K lausner’s more recent works would 
fi' Ve 'eft him  too cold to hold a pen in clam m y 

l',<:rs in this chilly m onth of M ay, 1941.
R . E IS L E R

(To be concluded)
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ijelaB^ead); ll .O , M r . L . E bury. Parliam ent H ill 
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Place Ethical Society (Conway H all, Red 
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(Saturday).— Chester-le-Street (Bridge End)_ 
‘ •B0 p .m . D ebate : “ Is  there anv G o d ? ”  
Affirmative, P astor 
■jno. T. B righton.

T.
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B arnes ; Negative,

29 (Sunday). —  Darlington (M arket Steps),
P-m. M r . J. T. B righton.
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. B0 (M onday).— B lyth  (The Fountain), 7 p.m . 
Mr. J. T. B righton.

 ̂ 1 (Tuesday).— North Shields (H arbour View). 
•C Lecture.

y 2 (W ednesday).— Stockton (The Cross), 7 p .m . 
Mr . J. t . B righton. (W ill Stockton friends and 
fees-side mem bers ¡¡lease note.)

NATIONAL SECULAR SOCIETY
President - -  CHAPMAN COHEN
General Secretary -  R . H. ROSETTI 
2 & 3, Furnival Street, Holborn, London, E.C.

PRINCIPLES AND OBJECTS
SE C U L A R IS M  affirms that this life is the only one of 
which we have any knowledge, and that human effort 
should be wholly directed towards its im provem ent : it 
asserts that supernaturalism is based upon ignorance, 
and assails it as the historic enem y of progress.

Secularism affirms that progress is only possible on 
the basis o f equal freedom  of speech and publication ; 
it affirms that liberty belongs o f right to all, and that 
the free criticism o f institutions and ideas is essential 
to a civilised State.

Secularism affirms that morality is social in origin  
and application, and aims a t prom oting the happiness 
and well-being o f mankind.

Secularism demands the com plete secularisation o f 
the State, and the abolition of all privileges granted 
to religious organisations it seeks to spread education, 
to prom ote the fraternity o f peoples as a means of 
advancing international peace, to further com m on 
cultural interests, and to develop the freedom  and 
dignity of man.

Tlie Funds of the National Secular Society are 
legally secured by Trust Deed. The Trustees are the 
President, Treasurer and Secretary o f the Society, with 
two others appointed by the Executive. There is thus 
the fullest possible guarantee for the proper expendi
ture o f whatever funds the Society has at its disposal.

The following is a quite sufficient form for anyone 
who desires to benefit the Society by legacy : —

I hereby give and bequeath (Here insert particulars of 
legacy), free of all death duties, to the Trustees of the 
National Secular Society for all or any of the purposes 
of the Trust Deed of the said Society.

Any person is eligible as a member on signing the 
following declaration : —

I desire to join the National Secular Society, and I 
pledge myself, if admitted as a member, to co-operate in 
promoting its objects.

Name .....................................................................................

Address .................................................................................

Occupation .............................................................................

Dated this ..........  day of ...................................... 19.......
This declaration should be transmitted to the Secretary 

with a subscription.
r .S .—Beyond a minimum of Two Shillings per year every 

member is left to fix his own subscription according to his 
means and interest in the cause.

“ ANNA K A R E N IN A ”

THERE is not only the boqk, there is the time, the ¡¡lace 
and the circumstances. 11 any of my recollections of books 
are mingled with these incidental associations; this one 
with a train journey, that one with the smell of basilicon 
ointment on an incapacitating bruise, another with the 
richness of hours unwarrantably stolen from examination 
study. 1 remember once returning home from a short 
absence to find a copy of “  Anna Karenina ”  awaiting me. 
Being tired, I but half-heartedly opened it and essayed 
the first page. It began: “  All happy families ar*
more or less like one another; every unhappy family is 
unhappy in its own particular way.”  Whereupon I sighed 
a superior sigh ; what specious nonsense! what unobservant 
dogmatism ! Well, I supposed I ought to try a little more 
just to confirm my worst fears. But somehow, my bump 
tious attitude seems to have dissolved away ; quickly ton, 
for I do not recall the transition of mood. All that remains
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with me is the impression of that tedious absence closely 
followed by my “ living”  within Tolstoy’s behemoth of a 
novel for some little time.

“ Anna Karenina”  may be regarded, in two ways, as a 
double novel; firstly, it is about twice the length of the 
average novel, and secondly, it contains two, almost dis
crete, themes, centred respectively round the lives of a 
man, Konstantin Levin, and a woman, Anna Karenina. 
Although they are both members of the Russian gentility, 
move, in Moscow and in Petersburg, in the same circles 
and have innumerable acquaintances in common, their 
affairs never directly touch, and only once, near the end 
of the book, do their paths cross and, for the first and 
last time, they meet.

Anna’s saga has at least the titular right to be considered 
first. It is refulgent with the amaranthine glamour of a 
grande jmssion, yet it is never banal nor even “  romantic.”  
Anna, the wife of an eminent Government official, whose 
religion is Conventional Rectitude and whose god is Social 
Prestige, meets Count Vronsky, a soldier, wealthy, hand
some “  and gay.”  Love is immediate and overwhelming. 
And so is their problem : if they renounce each other their 
futures will be socially' secure but mentally intolerable; 
if they cleave to each other, social ruin is spelt for the 
whole triangle— and it must be mentioned that the position 
is complicated by the existence of Anna’s well-beloved 
young son. Well, the outcome, of course (this is a Russian 
novel!) is tragedy. Vronsky eventually deserts his mistress 
to go to the wars, and Anna, who had just made the decision 
to break up her home life for her lover’ s sake, throws 
herself under the wheels of the train which Cannes him 
away'—a method of suicide brought forcibly to her notice 
on the occasion of her first meeting with Vronsky at a 
Moscow terminus. Tolstoy’ s thesis is clearly Ithis: if 
society becomes so artificial that love plays second fiddle 
to convenience in marriage contracts, and so hypocritical 
that clandestine love affairs are de rigueur, then that society 
is sick, and the lot of most of its members will be unhappi
ness and frustration. He treats the relation between Anna 
and Vronsky not contumeliously or “ gaily” —the conven
tional attitudes—but realistically, as an unavoidable, 
natural and inevitably tragic happening. There is no 
question of guilt or innocence.

An interesting sidelight is Tolstoy’ s treatment of Vronsky, 
in which is detectable an odd mixture of admiration and 
disapproval. It mirrors Tolstoy’s own life-long conflict 
between sensuality and moralising severity.

Levin, too, has a love affair, but it is far more straight
forward than Anna’s ; it has neither complicated repercus
sions nor social significance. Although, almost needless to 
say, Tolstoy’ s subtle handling compels our interest in this 
department of Levin’ s life, it is to the accounts of his 
rural pursuits that the reader is most likely to return. 
Here the author was describing his own experiences as a 
landlord and his enthusiastic attempts to introduce 
co-operative farming among the serfs. Levin is substan
tially his creator’ s image. Through him Tolstoy voiced his 
dissatisfaction with Russian agriculture generally, with 
absentee landlordism, with the poverty and subjection of 
the peasantry, and with the haphazard farming practices. 
Levin tries, as Tolstoy tried, with some success, to improve 
the organisation on his own lands. He is undeterred by 
the sneers and discouragement of his citified friends, for 
he cares as little for their opinions as for their way of 
life. The really serious opposition comes from the peasants 
themselves—ignorant, conservative, tradition-bound, highly 
suspicious of interference and frankly incredulous of 
altruism. The progress of Levin’s schemes and the fluctuat
ing relations between master and man are described with 
fine insight. Interspersed with this material are enthralling 
accounts of hunting and mowing. Tolstoy, like Levin, 
was a strong, vigorous man, and his delight in outdoor 
activities is made to infect the reader powerfully.

All that is left from the Blitz

Almost an Aulobioaiai*,,v
B y  Chapman Cohen

i . Tt sum6This is not an ordinary autobiography- 
up the experience o f 50 years in the Free  ̂ ^
M ovem ent as writer and lecturer. It is of i« tel ^ 
both religious and non-religious readers. It ** 
a criticism  and appraisement o f life. A 1 ,>
num ber only have been saved from  the 1 
thanks to their being in another building.

W ith  Five Plates. Price 6s. (postage 5d-, 
all newsagents and booksellers.

orr of

SPAIN  AND T H E  C H U R C H , by Chapman Co!*1'1 
Price I d . ; postage Id.

tyTith
TH E  AGE OF R EA SO N , by Thom as Paine- ^  

portrait, and 44-page introduction by Chap . 
Cohen. Complete edition. Price 6d . ; postage

T H E  T R U T H  A BO U T T H E  C H U R C H , by C°W" 
Ingersoll. Price I d . ; postage Id.

W H A T  IS R E L IG IO N ? by Colonel I«§er3° 
Price I d . ;  postage.Id .

H E N R Y  H E T H E R IN G T O N , by A. G- Barl't'' 
Price 6d. ; postage Id.

P E T E R  AN N ET, by Ella Twynam. Pr‘ce 
postage Id.

-illThe following are re-binding. Orders vvl
discharged as early as possible.

oO®
B IB L E  RO M A N C ES, by G. W . Foote. Shows 

of the finest of -Freethinking writers at his 
Price 2s. 6d . ; postage 3d.

E SSA Y S IN F R E E T H IN K IN G , by Chapman C<>^. 
First, second, third and fourth series. A ^  
of special articles contributed by the auth°^ , 
the “ Freethinker.”  Price 2s. 6d . ; postage 
The four volumes, 10s. post free.

A G R A M M A R  OF F R E E T H O U G H T , by ChaP«^" 
Cohen. An outline of the philosophy of * , . 
thinking. The author at his best. Price 3s- 
postage 4d.

T H E IS M  AND A T H E IS M , by Chapman 
Price 3s. 6d. ; postage 2Jd.

B R A D L A U G H  AND IN G E R S O L L . A sketch :ll’ f 
evaluation of the two greatest Freethinker9 
their time. B y Chapman Cohen. Port1'11 
Price 2s. 6d . ; postage 3d.

IN F ID E L  D E A T H B E D S . The last moments 
fam ous Freethinkers. B y  G. W . Foote ll 
A. D . M cLaren. Price 2s. ; postage 3d.

A measure of the greatness of all lasting literature is 
the degree to which it holds the reader who is remote in 
time and "place from the scene of action. And just as 
Chaucer’ s pilgrims, Shakespeare’ s soliloquisers and Balzac’ s 
money-grubbers all transcend “  period,”  so Tolstoy’ s 
princes and serfs, grandes dames and prostitutes, and 
philosophers and ne’er-do-wells are as familiar to us to-day 
as if we had been nineteenth-century Russians ourselves.

N. T. GRIDGEMAN

T H E  O T H E R  SID E  OF D E A TH , by Chap«1'"’ 
Cohen. Price 2s. 6d . ; postage Id.
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