
/ Sunday, June 1, 1947

FREETHINKER
Editor: CHAPMAN COHEN

-No. 22 -REGISTERED AT THE GENERAL 
. l ’OST OFFICE AS A NEWSPAPER ] Price Threepence

'Hi,
VIEWS AND OPINIONS

. l S > nt of Ideas
br voc> ] ,rnany new words have been added to the popu- 
'filiiî L u ary since the doctrine of evolution began its

careh r t c a r e e r .  Among these, “  environment ’ w
the most widely used, and of late certainly the most

It is good, of course, that*new words shou d
bec, i ed to 0Ur vocabulary, and good also that they shot
C *  P°Puli*r. An increase in the range of language
ton,,' "evv tools with which to beat out ideas and clan >
» J Ptl0ns- But, unfortunately, it is the fate oi many
fou ’ s°°d in themselves, to become in time either mile
t]ar, nSessions of the Mesopotamian order, or else to ne
V a d down in a quite unjustifiable manner. »  this
C ' ° y  ^struct thought instead of aiding it. Both fates

i "''»iiin,',0ldaI{cn “ environment.”  By some it is usul as a
I By !!fhensive phrase that does duty for-definite thinking,

. !C1'S 't is narrowed down in a way. that robs it o a
1 ¡t j , L‘al of its value. And by perhaps a larger group still
I % ,, ,bitu%  used as though all that it connotes is

is t, 111 Physical surroundings. This meaning of the word I ,,sPotiRila.
I I d'OSc

tiit8 'vhoHy responsible”for whatever evil they may com 
^ ^ d a ls o  of those who point to the fact of other P’’°P e

lf "s’hle for much of the loose thinking and speaking 
"ho , ",h° point to the environment of certain people as

* With,j*® rijjg ”“ °ut these vices as conclusive evidence that man 
,"Jtli st lpUp)Grdor f° the conditions amid which he is placed. 
N  eihent8 contain a truth, and both suggest a false
tti,’ on«:sided view of the case. Exactly what that
l 'itti./ 'dsity is, it is the object of the present article

ti ti'
M h ,/ be noted at the outset that any view of the case 

A v  *  *bo organism out of sight, or treats it as only 
\  j ' aRtor in the result, is bound to lead to confusion, 

l 'H ./ 110 ri°cd to enter into a disquisition on the meta- 
*' sensation; it is enough to point out that if it 

*a.t the surroundings affect the organism, the 
/  f-nV' il̂ s° i|as its Pa,,t in determining the character of 
Ne|y " 0,"nent. Our knowledge of the world being ulti- 
,'6 consciousness of mental states, the capacity of 
3 i t/ / riism fQr receiving impressions, together with 
■ lh(! experience, must largely determine the quality 
V  (/'/on inent in relation to each. The same surround- 
‘i&t , ’»stance, will present marked differences to an 

,|,v’fo],f one deficient in artistic susceptibilities. An 
[|;l'jl|,l||/<'I1f that is positively dangerous to one subject to 

eravings will be perfectly innocuous to others 
/ i  ,| y constituted. Obviously, then, one lias to con- 
ifs’aq|sii °nly the operation of tile environment on the 

111, | ’ tut also the reciprocal and transforming influence 
„ -V v "Ber on the former.
I|; [),. y casual examination is also sufficient to show that 

■etlt— unless we use the word as a summary of the

past—does not account for all that is properly connoted by 
“  environment.”  For man’s relations and associations are 
not with the present only, but with his remotest past, 
including the whole line of animal descent. Borne was not 
built in a day, nor was present human nature elaborated 
in a generation. Its organic connections run through the 
whole history of the race, and can only be properly appre
ciated by a study of this none too legible record. It is 
impossible, for instance, to understand a number of 
existing institutions forming part of the environment to 
which human nature must adapt itself without a prelimi
nary study of the historical and sociological conditions from 
which- they spring. Our existing aristocracy, with its 
symbols and ceremonies, point us back to a time when the 
social structure was profoundly different to what it was at 
present. Our “  Sabbath ”  leads us hack to the ancient 
Chaldeans, and thence through the social, political, and 
religious- transformations of the succeeding centuries. In 
these and in numerous other matters, our environment 
includes the human nature of thousands of years ago.

This is not only a fact, but an important fact, since it 
is this that makes progress possible. A people that with 
each generation had to commence afresh would be incapable 
of development.

There'seems, for example, every reason for concluding 
that the superiority of the present to the past does not lie 
so much in the possession of superior brain power as in the 
possession of superior tools, as represented in various inven
tions, elaborated institutions, and, above all, accumulated 
knowledge. It is not, for instance, that our present genera
tion of seamen are ns individuals more courageous or more 
resourceful than the Phoenicians that they are their 
superiors, but that each sailor has at his command today 
an amount of knowledge which represents the labours of 
all the generations between them and us. But it is to he 
observed that these inventions, with the stock of accumu
lated knowledge,' call for adaptation quite as much as do 
variations in climatic »r other physical conditions. Natural 
Selection will operate—through social channels—by favour
ing the survival of such as vary in the direction of greater 
adaptability .with what may he called the inherited environ
ment ; and thus by degrees a type of mind once prevalent 
becomes atavistic in character. In this way alone the past 
not only tends to become, but docs become, an increasingly 
powerful factor in the environment of the present.

But again, a great deal of the past comes to ug in the 
shape of ideas. Even institutions may with a little lati
tude he ranged under this head, for ultimately, institutions 
are dependent upon ideas for their continued existence. 
In this way the struggle for existence may become a 
struggle between ideas as well ns a struggle between 
organisms; the latter becoming of greater or lesser 
social value in accordance with purely mental varia
tions. But while ideas and beliefs operate in this
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way, social selection again operates, within limits, in rela
tion to ideas. The idea of celibacy, for instance, is one on 
which social selection sets an obvious and very peremptory 
check. The death punishment for heresy, so largely 
prevalent in savage communities, as well as among those 
of a, later date, can also only he persistently inflicted so long 
as it does not threaten the more fundamental instincts of 
the race. Still, within these limits, ideas that are subver
sive of a fuller development do create an environment that 
operates selectively. The idea of heresy has played, and 
still plays, its part in favouring the survival of a compara
tively orthodox type; just as other ideas—monarchy, or 
caste, or class play their part. On the other hand, it is 
easy to see how the existence and prevalence of ideas cf 
a more advanced or beneficent order may serve to bring 
about a, better condition of things. One need only instance 
such a thing as slavery. Born into an environment in 
which slavery is an accepted fact, it is taken as an unques
tionable social phenomenon. In a later stage the idea of 
slavery is so repugnant that one who believes in it as an 
institution finds himself practically excluded from political 
life and social honour. All the time, then, there is being 
elaborated a psychical environment that reacts on the 
physical environment and determines the character of the 
survival.

At 'this point, however, one is reminded of the warning 
that ideas at variance with the environment cannot effect 
a lodgement, or if they succeed in this cannot survive. The 
warning undoubtedly conveys a truth, and this truth might 
he easily illustrated by pointing out how over and over 
again ideas have been crushed out because the environ
ment was unsuitable to their survival. But it ignores the 
idealistic element in human nature; and overlooks the fact 
that the mere enunciation of ideas and teachings may alone 
effect a sufficient modification in the environment to ensure 
their continued existence. It has been said, and with 
truth, that before an institution can be altered, people must 
look upon it as conceivably alterable, and in this way 
teaching may have a considerable effect on the general 
social structure. Moreover, the idealistic element is in 
itself a. factor in social evolution. The more value society 
places on a- high sense of truth and justice and I he expres
sion of human sympathies, or upon the mere desire for 
social improvement, the greater becomes the survival value 
of such individuals as possess these qualities in a marked 
degree. Indeed, social evolution tends to move in an 
increasing degree along these lines.

From all points of view, then, careful study shows that 
ideas are not only real factors in the environment of man, 
but tend to become more and more important. The story 
is, in truth, an old one. So long as tools have been fashioned, 
or traditions handed down, or institutions elaborated, the 
value of ideas as environmental factors have been steadily 
increasing. All this time the purely physical environment 
has been decreasing, 1 and the psychical environment 
increasing in importance. Of course, the physical factor 
is always there, only it is held in subjection or transformed 
by intellectual development. If one may venture on a 
metaphor, one may say that modern man assimilates his 
environment as he does his food; and as the one is trans
formed by chemical means so the other is transformed by 
psychical means. We live, more and more, in a world of 
ideas, and in the long run the prize will be with the race

s be s».
that is most developed in this direction. And it  ̂ ^
the lesson of evolution is plain. Natural selects ^
the great condition of the development of anin1,
must also he the condition of the servicea^-- i selec 
of ideas. But variation is the condition of nil u i,e

and if there isunder whatever form it is found; and ff tllU11 *“ en#1 
serviceable natural selection on the psychic plan0' j flgoci»' 
have an infinite variation of ideas to begin with, aj^ ^ th 
structure that places as few obstacles as nul.> soCiflilS 
survival" of the fittest. It is for this reason 1>a^
that have prevented this have either s t a g n a t e d  01

And for this reason, Freethought, here as 
striking at all mental fett< 
merit of the human race.

else" here,
nere - f|eve>'

striking at all mental fetters, makes for the ful H

CHAPM AN c (fill''V

SEVEN AGAINST HEAVEN

v
Jean Meslier ”

«'b*
IN the evolution of the modem secular culture of Fiii°ll<’ îri 
owes its original and distinctive character to its gradual *' .canpation from the dead hand of the supernatural, g,

trac
in

sequential development. The 16th century marked 1 
tion and the first successful breach in the ecclesiastic cjassi<’*.
which stretched back to the fall of the, also seen ‘*l 1 nn117th

ed ' 'civilisation of the Ancient World : whilst the 
that marvellous scientific revolution which reintroduce1 
of Determinism—that is, of scientific thinking *'d°

(*• ii* ,
1'" nl

thought : tho 18th was, par excellence, the era of the
SUlCC

popularisation of the new knowledge amongst the bi°‘ ,sit̂
Qfli \rrac 11V the elU ..Mil1of tho people; while the 19th was essentially the d '1 Vi Vi''1' 

scientific discovery. (The 20th, still uncompleted, sh°u 
the final collapse of the supernatural in tho social, ,ls 
in tho scientific sphere.) Jr11'’

Tho scientific attack on religion, which began " l 
appears to have learnt, if not wisdom, at least cauti011’ ,e p™ 
terrible fate of its originator. As Voltaire himself " , , ,  • » . 
after: “ the thought of the stake is cooling to tho hi"*1' 
great thinkers of tho 17th century appear to ha"<, 
Voltaire’ s opinion! For Galileo recanted; Descartes „ I 
as a Christian and doubted as a philosopher” ; whih 
great Spinoza, the most devastating of all philosopha ^¡(jii*
tho anthropomorphic god of theology, attacked theology ^¡.
rather than directly, using, apparently deliberately f<)l ¡¡li 1 
pose, a scholastic terminology which made much ,jfji • 
term, “  God ”  : a discretion imitated by his great F "n 
temporary, Thomas Hobbes. .̂ ,,1 , A

Tho glory of having made the first open, undisg" ^’il- 
absolutely devastating attack on Christianity from !lU !, pi* 
atheistic standpoint, was made from inside the Oatli j

it*hood by an obscure French cleric of humble origin, J 
whose life bridged the era between Spinoza, th® 
philosopher, and Voltaire, (lie greatest populariser 
scientific outlook. Jean Meslier, thanks partly

r;

■an
g

oi th<
to P}f

of a finished literary style—according to Voltaire, 
like a carthorse” —and, probably still more, to 
that he combined bis atheism with revolutionary h -̂¡i'- 
political views that were far in advance of his age, 
but little attention even from liberally minded histor*'1" 
as in the case of his similarly neglected 17th centuH 
predecessor, the “  Digger,”  Gerard Winstanloy, wh01'1 ,,l<i 
research has rescued from an identical oblivion, we mu 
in this obscure clerical forerunner and earliest 
French Revolution, one of the most daring, profound' a»-, 
seeing thinkers whom tho modern ago has known. Unu<̂  
tho two most important, events that have ever happ611

' I

rst ’■*"
p ^ p f V  !
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< J  atheism since its original promu S‘l voiutions, which 
hi" \’ 'lave Eeen the Eranch and Russian cllted sect to

atheism fr0lu tjic isolated status <> ,l j- , j  r who, two 
lTOil oi a world-creed. The Abbe Jean - the French 

s before 1789 first predicted exp 
1, nn.l '

by the Ancient

f^tioiu  
Elution

The Abbé Jean
-----  uoa nrst predicted exPh ■ 1-.communistic

: r i0E ani1 also propounded the a ielb (1917) two 
"''k-h precipitated the Russian Re'o u ned as other 

a Unes before it transpired, can hardly he >Jg his attack
on Ob’• P,r0pllet—alld a major one at. tha ' , ulj  erudition to 
tl) Cl>'»stianity was as far superior m ^ p t satirist in wit,
liv r 'oltaire, as it fell short of the celebn { literary

and, in general, in the arts and graces

, - S  -specially, in view o f  his undeserved ol,b‘''!'Ja ’ 0£ this
« t i b6 :,miss °'i the history of the ^  was the son of 
Isiu. ' "u,ry man. Jean Meslier (01 * T 1538 he became
*l'tLrri er and was bom ,in Ju?e’- 16172Q he was curé (vicar) (,(.1 Erom then until liis death in , nes. His lit0

1 villages of Entrepigny and Rut m - broken by
*7 * uneventful life of a country pnest, Î ' i  cleric boldly

c<mrageous episode, when ' inst one of Ins
ki-isl lt an act oî injustice pmP ‘ fvas supported by

b y  a local feudal squire who wa - W ^ whom
)I "bbishop o f  Rlieims, Mcslier’s ecclesi.is defiance of
i h  »«> W  < » »  ol « M W
Hutu aud ®tate, lie did not give any op’ “d when he
inl̂ ’ l ueariy blind, lie was on his 

ft- ' y rcpiuT-^ ’  "  '  ulI„ u„ „ „
a „-uoiucniuie nnai scanuai, at t and

7’ 1729’ ^  datC ('f 1US a1  „ ^ Z a Ï Ï n  as parish w j  27> the date of his successor s maugu
.Jto

1 V l’O ' V wao uu JIJ.O
I||S c> « J r U belief in Christianity. He died, after

ii'H jj,°  ^ considerable final scandal, at some unknown date

ïn
7 11'1' Eft behind a huge “  Testament,”  which his 

TL̂ '-ious ,llS d€s°ribed as “ one of the most violent and 
t| ° hiatoj. .* bu'lcs "pon religion that has ever been written”  
1 of ^ ld ibis “ Testament ”  is even more extraordinary than 
. 10 Uerical atheist who was its author. Some years
'"I foil ■ l’leciso date is uncertain—a copy of (his magistral 

7 'i-frlii p*' ° ^'e hands of Voltaire, and the sequel surely does 
l' Test'" fireat writer. For he made an “  Extract ”  from 

,lnit!nt ”  fo r  his own use; and it was from this source, 
,, modern French biographer of Meslier, that the Sage ol- ‘ ' I  J .  X R l i r i l  I J l O g r r l £ J H t î T  U l  l U v o n v i  ,  n n * v

1 k-w tbo greater part of his arguments against the
S i  £ ■ >  G^ >  ■ ' ...............But Voltaire never published the 

inent,”  probably because-of the socialist, atheist, 
"•■'ii views of Meslier, which belong to the 19th rather 

air, — century, and which were far to the “ L e ft”

X  / Testai
"'ll, E'blicr

V, “lire wi ~.......•”  ............ : ......... —  - ■ —-,,j Uic], ’ w,l°  was a Deist, and who believed in a constitutional
s • ■ jr*11 dbe English model of the “  Glorious Revolution ”
,,-Ss 1 n<>e Voltaire suppressed the atheistic and republican
4\ , ' the. “  Testament.”  There are “ rationalist”  super
,r '''I" 0j *°ll as religious ones and the omniscience of Voltaire
X t0f thmn.-«■q In actual fact, Voltaire, whilst probably (ha
“'»'ii E'pulariser of critical ideas that the world has ever 
e-ly - ' B net a very profound thinker, and his ideas were 
}• r(. /C°n,l-hand.
C S  t
71

the literary fortunes of tin- “ Testament.
I I1 aj j b’ght, apart from extracts, until 1864, when an obscurt 

t f"Jl'h freethinkers published the complete work—tlir~'

W i,
"It,

JbO pages each—edited by Rudolf Charles. At long 
, "̂’°rld can now read the first great anti-religious and 

'v°rk in modern European literature without the aid
S a l a r i e s .
bh,, ;i Word on the “  Testament ”  itself, which its author 
I Pa., Iil*' Ee dare not publish in his life-time. It represents 
1 on , s °f passionate, relentless, and ceaseless attack, not 
I S t(,j( "  isfianity, but uiieii the whole feudal-clerical order 

1 rj, »nd State. As Meslier’ s biographer lias remarked: 
'd|<-,| ' Ailment ’ was jn point of time the first complete, 

“ 'ok in France against Christianity.

“  From my earliest youth I have observed the crimes and 
stupidities which have caused the most terrible evils on the earth. 
. . .  I have understood the blindness and stupidity of men. , . 
The absurdity of their superstitions and the injustice of their 
government. I have seen impiety enthroned in high places and 
justice corrupted to the basest ends. I  have seen, and I still 
see every day an innumerable number of innocent unfortunates 
persecuted without reason and oppressed without justice, without 
anyone caring a rap for their misfortunes, and without any 
generous protector coming forward to assist them.”  (My 
translation throughout.—F. A. R .)

A 1 1  apt enough description of the France of feudal privilege: 
of “  the high justice, the middle and the low ”  (i.e., the legal right 
of the feudal seigneurs to kill, imprison, fine). And the terrible 
indictment continues : in the evil designs of ambitious men is to 
bo found the origin of all human woe. Religion, with its vain 
and ridiculous ceremonies, is a trap to catch the unwary. The 
titles of lord, prince, and king, are calculated subterfuges to 
induce men to regard them as of divine authority. Throne and 
Altar are merely two sides of the same unholy alliance of 
oppression and superstition. Who seeks to deal with one must 
simultaneously deal with the other.

“  The ministers of religion, princes, and the other highly- 
placed persons are the greatest robbers and murderers that there 
are anywhere on earth.”  Whilst, as for Christianity, “ it is no 
less absurd and superstitious than is any other creed.”  With 
elaborate detail Meslier traces the ceremonies of Catholicism from 
Paganism; and, two generations before Thomas Paine’s “ Age 
of Reason,”  he subjected both the biblical narratives and the 
gospel miracles to a ruthless and detailed criticism which left 
not a shred of credibility in the “  sacred ”  narrative.

But the Church cannot be separated from the feudal State. 
As they stand together, so they must fall together: “ All the 
princes and nobles deserve to be strangled with the entrails of 
the priests.”  In the era of the Jacobin Club this was to become 
the famous declaration that the world would never know true 
happiness until “  the-last King had been strangled with the 
entrails of the last priest”  ! Ami the prophet of the French 
Revolution concludes with this passionate outburst: “  Where are 
those generous murderers of tyrants whom the past centuries have 
known? Where are Brutus and Cassius? . . . Why do not these 
generous slayers of tyrants stab and slay all these detestable 
monsters and enemies of the human race, to achieve deliverance 
for the people from their tyrants? ”  And in a burst‘of prophetic 
passion, he addresses the down-trodden people of France: 
“  You alone can save yourselves, your deliverance is in your 
own hands, if only you know what to do ; unite, then, people of 
France, if you are wise; unite if you have the courage, in order 
to free yourselves from your common misery. Let all who hold 
such opinions unite to deliver themselves from the hateful and 
despicable yoke of the present tyrannical oppression of the kings 
and lords, as well as of the futile superstitious practices of their 
false religions.”

The French “ sansculottes”  gave him his answer in 1789. 
They took him at his word !

Such, in brief and inadequate outline, was the extraordinary 
book of an extraordinary man. That its message passed unheeded 
in the generation of the contemptible Louis 15th and Madame do 
Pompadour is scarcely surprising. The old regime had still 
seventy years to go. Jean Meslier wrote in the 18th century 
when only the bourgeoisie was the revolutionary class in Church 
and State. And it was not until the present, 20th century, that 
the masses arrive upon the stage of history. He was too far in 
advance of his own age to lx: understood by it! He was the 
“  John the Baptist,”  the prophet of the modern revolutionary 
era. A more exact biblical analogy : Jean Meslier was the 
atheistic and republican “  Moses,”  who saw from afar the 
Promised Land of Social Democracy and Secularism which an 
unkind Fate forbade him to enter.

F. A. RIDLEY.
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ACID DROPS

There are many different kinds of lies. There is the lie by 
suggestion, the lie by expression, the lie by suppressing the 
truth, the lie by exaggeration, the lie direct, the lie of brutality, 
the lie by kindness, the political lie, and so forth. The man who 
says he has not used any of these kinds of lies is the biggest liar 
of them all and he should become a good Prime Minister or an 
Archbishop. ________

But there is one kind of lie that now deserves close attention. 
It deserves it more to-day than it ever did. That is the lie 
religious. This takes many forms from the gutter to the palace, 
from being little to those who are great. But the lie we have 
specially in mind is that connected with a legal marriage in a 
Church. Once upon a time, the only legal marriage in England 
was by the Church. Later this monopoly in England led to such 
evil consequences that marriage by the State was compulsory it 
they wished to share the protection of the State.

So far so good. But the blunder was made of permitting 
parsons to serve as servants of the State. But in all cases where 
marriage was to be the State authority, not the religious one, 
had to take the matter in hand. More than that the marriage 
conducted in a Church, for the purpose of the marriage, the 
religious idea was set aside and the Secular power took charge. 
By licence the clergyman might officiate by permission and 
authority as a servant of the Secular State.

But that blunder was a bad one. It led many to regard the 
parson as an authority, when as a fact, he for the time being 
was brushed out of existence. So we may sum up the position 
thus. A marriage may take place in a Church, but not because 

, it is a Church. The parson may function, but not as a parson. 
He is just a man doing a Secular job. The priest tries to keep 
the facts covered, but a lie more or less does not disturb the 
servants of God. They do not tell the people that in England 
there is no religious marriage.

But with that setting aside the law when the church is con
cerned is not unusual. There is another case. A man and his 
wife agree that they shall separate, or the Secular law allows 
a separation, or declares the marriage no longer valid, and one 
of the parties, or both, marry again. That is the Ian ; but some 
of the priests take another stand, as does the Bishop of St, 
Albans. Ho savs : —

“  I will not give liiy permission for the marriage of a 
divorced person to be performed in my Church while the 
divorced partner is still alive; nor do 1 sanction any blessing 
of a marriage performed in the Registrar Office. I know 
that there are people who think this is a very hard rule, to 
observe without exception. But we have our back to the 
wall, fighting to maintain the sanctity of a Christian 
marriage.”

Now there is a plain statement from a priest who says that 
be will take a licence giving him the right to register a marriage, 
who also has to get a licence from a Secular State for tile build
ing. and then adds I it* upon lie by saying that in certain circum
stances be will deny the law. It is a crying scandal. Will some 
M.P. have the moral courage to raise the matter in Parliament? 
We have our doubts. _______ _

The Bov. F. C. Baker, Chaplain to the Lord Mayor of London, 
says that England is worse than pagan, for pagans had gods of 
“ some kind.”  That is a true Christian touch. No matter what 
lie is being said, so long as it brings something in favour of God 
and his worshippers. Poor Br. Baker, lie is the stuff that real 
Christians are made of. Yet, if there is a God, he will be con
stantly asking his angels to protect him from his friends.

There has been in Ealing a Church Week designed to bring the 
backslider into the fold again, and if possible add a few real 
“ converts.”  Naturally, Bishops, Beans, Canons, and the more

humble parsons, did their best, anil, of course, *'1,1
the Dean of Westminster, as if it acre an unusua 1 1 bet"1*’
. .  ■ - -  . .  .  1 A . .  , 1 ,» V  » ‘I S  . ,1 „the supreme issue before the wor 
Christianity and a God-less materialism.

aret-'J''5 " er<> tint

f fh i? !

/

should be God’s concern; for if the godly see tn<m ~ )̂liu,tlii'-
see any good resulting from praising the 
that never comes, they will wonder what is the 
Once upon a time, the angels and saints usedVA1AA.A? U J Ä i U .  «», H I U t T j  W i o  » U R I  1» - -  A I** 1 J |

things. Now they hardly appear. God should re jpve 1

that C
Deity f°r : ' „.„vi"?:

»*> f  f la t*to <lo 11 ■
•t till'1.Ill

the
pray for something, they sing for something, tnej 
because it brings something. Of all the people m , thal>e 1 
have the keenest eye and nose for something 111 
gifts. If (¡oil would continue he must do soinethm,-

vho lu“'
Many

The papers are beginning to take notice of one 
be called “  One of England’s greatest sons 
bee
here _

“  Five remarkable letters which Gen. Sir ^  i'1
sent to Sotheby’s for sale yesterday were a “  ,,

•en given in the press, and more will be coming. 2C
■re is something from the “  Daily Telegraph ”  *01 * |.,

Thomas Paine, author of “  The Bights of - ,
These letters leb

J F
mechanical inventor of ability.
(DriseoH). '  ̂ I

They were addressed to the contractor who ba< 1
idea for an iron bridge at Leasing, near Paddn'b I
to prove that this material could be employed 0 rib' 
After ‘ Paine’s Bridge ’ had been set up *""*1 I’a1’“
Paddington in 1790 one of his chief backers fain'1
was arrested for debt. , ,, dt'll1 .

The iron was used in 1796 for a bridge over • 11 irlr'| 
In one of the letters Paine could 11 . y -Sunderland.

from expressing bis strong political views. H° ' ' 1 {¡on 11 
William Pitt, 1 think he lias got himself and t » ' „p"'
a wobble. He appears to me to ho a very ignei. 
everything of foreign politics.’ ”

iK
At a recent meeting of the Christian Evidence b" .̂„iiif'j

Bishop of Chelmsford said ; “  There was room f°r •> 
review of methods of teaching the faith both in tl*'!1̂,a*“',.Ini-
manner. We have been saying for many years the |.
In fact there never was a time when Christianity " as , ,,\;r
completely reviewed in the hope of 'understanding>■ what .. P

r o 't . 'yit meant. The earliest glimpse of Christianity |S "■ ' (| it 
what it meant. It is there in the New Testament, a> ^----  -w ...........  - ,  ... ____  _ the New Testament, a1 ^ e'̂
continued ever since. It is just about a century sim1 t.|„ir̂ , 
standing Bishop was tried in an Ecclesiastical ( ,)l1' 'I'o-d'1-,
with n false interpretation of parts of the Bible. , .....................  . . . .  - andChristian leaders can say almost what they cimosi

Ili"?

■ «h) ■ iibut an open declaration of Atheism will get them 11, ,()U e 
trouble. Tlie cry of numbers of tlie parsonage >s: tl|y
believe what you please, you can say what you please, 
it religion and come to church occasionally.”

liflU..
After eight years largo numbers of pilgrims are I- li'J*

Lourdes. This in Itself would cause no comment 11 1,;
unfortunately, numbers of incurables, the blind and ^vj|ii"‘ 
some injured in the blitz, are turning hopefully to the ll̂  I'and if tli<>y come back still not cured, their misery will ,
able. In the early days of Lourdes, miracles were p"11 te" | 
the dozen, for, of course, there was no cheek on any > j,,.
or ease. Nowadays, to save their face, even Ciithol" 
liavo to put up some semblance of careful observation-

Once again, we are told what is the greatest danjt* ,.t' 
days, to the Clmreh. Not, we are confidently assure11 • ■|1,lll'( 
worshippers at tho shrine of Stalin ”  but “  those w*10 j y1'1 
spiritual anaemia.”  It is they “  who sap the red bloou  ̂
faith,”  declared Fr. Garvin tho other neck at a E8“!'*Jiih'i!|]I 
1.200 men. Ho poured scorn, on the “ vast masses <> t(,.ii||1j 
who blindly follow the State— a graceful way of taking^11 11 
off the Roman Catholic sheep who blindly follow the 1 "I 
woe betide them if they don’t.
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THE n .s .s . c o n f e r e n c e
^ E c.j r ■ ------ ---------
''“Ided HI' ltl(>lls under which “  The Freethinker ”  is printed 
uiore j.]̂ ' ^Vhitsun holiday make it impossible to give 
U \yj]| .'ll1 ,l tew words concerning the Annual Conference.

news to all that the Conference ended 
¡8U6of^|y- Fuller particulars will be given in the next 
tiime 0j Freethinker,”  for the present I desire in the 

c «11 the members to thank Mr. Brighton and li is 
"’erg , ea8ues in providing a warm reception to all who 
ble,ltiflii— t. The refreshments provided were good and 
Ptogj ' ’ lowers were not forgotten, and there was a fine 
"'i! ,i() 11116 °f both music and song. Knowing the North as 
!l fee,' ''l- W61’o not surprised it was a good example of what

The S '°n Should he-evening Public Meeting was also a marked 
V|;i|- ' large Cinema was comfortably filled both 
Was s a,1<l down, the cheers were frequent, the attention 
8llpi c h C*’ and there was a good sale of literature; the 
t̂houf8 ids°  W6re. witty without clowning, and profound 

Olany' dull. As for ourselves, we have spent so
lit. Pleasant years with the “  natives ”  we felt something 

k ^V ellcr who had just come home after a lengthy 
> We have promised to give them another visit before

ilr is out. CHAPMAN COHEN.

A SUGAR PLUMS

0f that is stupid and outworn— “ The Lord’s 
Society ”  is still whining and growling because

"ra| ll(>t all that the secretary would have them he. His 
'u/'o'lAaii't is that people will insist on enjoying tliem- 

I„ S o , , , 1 1  "day. No one is interfering with him, he can be 
I,, 'Tin 1 6 as lie pleases, and we are sure that people far from 
, hiiit | . ''m would be pleased to know that he has resolved 
i •'ll), '!niSe,f up every Saturday evening and remain there 
,i„l"l||ll)l.|.< . morning. It seems that he cannot he happy unless 

li (, ob People are miserable. He is now worrying about 
¡T'ii ' and is agitating a number of Members of Parliament 
.„Hi on 'll; can ho done to prevent the H.IJ.C. making peoplo 
i|l|H f1„ 1 "'"lay. We agree that the li.B.C.’ s humour is rather 

l|f ' "lit if people lind pleasure in it—why try to prevent

11 k ,>s keen a very had riot of nearly a thousand prisoners
C N Ì 'l8as (U.B.A.)

“ "In

Prison. Some have been killed, some 
grave one, the prisoners 

After all, Christian sensitiveness'
Satini» * *l° tause is a. very grave one, the prisoners object 

' 1 s 11h coloured men
served.

4 .

SOME NOTES ON CHRONOLOGY

A FEW months ago, a correspondent to this journal wanted to 
know how we got our present “ Anno Domini,”  and, of course, 
the answer was soon forthcoming. It was a monk of the sixth 
century, Dionysius Exiguus who, in A.n. 532, fixed the present 
Christian era, giving tho date of the birth of Jesus as the year 1; 
and during the course of centuries his dating was accepted by all 
civilised peoples. Outside the few scholars who have madfo 
chronology a special study, few of us, I take it, ever trouble 
our heads about Dionysius and his dating—we accept it without 
question just as we accept football or cricket.

My own scepticism, however, gives me a nasty jolt every now 
and then, and though I always run the risk of being called a 
crank—not that I mind—I decided to waste a few idle moments 
trying to find out who was this Dionysius, and who tells us all 
about him. What I wanted was evidence, and I soon discovered 
that most of our history books and encyclopedias simply copied 
from each oilier. This is quite understandable. It is always so 
much easier to accept without question, it saves a lot of trouble, 
and it does not single you out as somehow “  different ”  from your 
fellows. Just follow the stream— or is it the sheep?—and you 
won’t rufflo anybody, and be recognised as a good boy and quite 
safe. In these questions of history, the enfant terrible is always 
a darned nuisance.

I do not, of course, preteml for a moment that I have traced 
the source of the statement that it was Dionysius who “ invented”  
the Christian era, for I believe nobody knows; but as far as I 
have gone, I have been unable to get any evidence who it was 
that put the story first into circulation. We are given to under
stand that Dionysius was a Scythian monk and an abbot of 
Rome, on the authority of the Benedictines, but how they got 
tho story appears very difficult to find out.

That such a monk or abbot could have lived, and that he did 
his best to fix a date for the “ Incarnation”  as it is called, is 
quite natural; but it is rather strange that we know so little of 
the circumstances considering how important it was. The date 
of the “  Nativity ”  had already been given by Irenaeus and 
Tertullian as the 41st year of Augustus—about 3 b,c. It must 
have been about that if the story is true (1 don’ t believe a word 
of it), because Jesus is supposed to have been born before the 
death of H erod; and this is even admitted by the Catholic 
Encyclopedia which actually points out that Dionysius “  cannot 
be correct.”  It is difficult to see how the elate given by the 
Church Fathers could have been thrown over for one which was 
demonstrably false. At all events, almost all the “  biographers ”  
of Jesus now date his birth as 4 n.c. or earlier.

The reader should look at the date on which Dioysius is said 
to have “  invented ”  tho Christian era. It is 532 and if he is 
interested in the “  science ”  of Numerology he may find it rather 
curious. ,

At the back of all systems of chronology must be astronomy, 
and it need hardly be pointed out that what are called lunar 
and solar cycles have been in use’ by many nations. The lunar 
cycle extends over 19 years, while the solar cycle is of 28 years. 
If you multiply these two figures you get 532 which may or may 
not bo a coincidence. Moreover, if you add up the figures 5—
3—2 you get 10, and if you add up these you get, 1—and I have 
an idea that that is the way it was done. We got the date a . i >. 1 
for the birth of Christ in this very simple and disingenuous way.

As to whether there, ever was a Dionysius—all 1 can say is 
that quite a number of authorities I have consulted either copy 
what someone else says or just say nothing about him. 1 could 
find no reference to him in Gibbon, for example.

And this leads me to another point. When I was a boy at 
school, 1 just accepted our English history. The idea of question
ing any statement whatever would have horrified me. I was 
ready to accept the actual existence of Amyas Leigh in 
“ Westward H o !”  and even of Oliver Twist. Bui the older 1
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become, the more I feel how utterly impossible is some of our 
English “  history,”  particularly when I iiml statements and 
events reported one day in our contemporary newsp'apers as 
being quite authentic utterly repudiated the next day as being 
quite untrue. Take the Introduction to the Everyman edition 
of Green’s “  Short History of the English People.”  The writer 
says, “  History has often suffered at the hands of its professed 
exponents. In a measure, it has been almost falsified.”  And, 
after rightly extolling Green, he goes on to add, “  Critical 
scholars may find assertions [in Green’s ‘ ‘History ” ] not verified 
by the available data . . . ”  Now if this is true—and it is— 
where exactly do we stand ?

I hunted up what Green had to say on one of the most famous 
authorities of our early English history—Matthew Taris. lie  
waxes very enthusiastic about him, as thus: —

“  Matthew Paris is the greatest, as he is in reality the 
last, of our monastic historians. . . .  In Matthew the breadth 
and precision of the narrative, the copiousness o f ' his 
information on topics whether national or European, the 
general fairness and justice of his comments, are only 
surpassed by the patriotic fire and enthusiasm of the 
whole. . . . ”  And so on.

Now it happens that 1 have the very detailed and excellent 
“  Comprehensivo History of England ”  (based on that of Charles 
Knight) published in 1865, an extremely valuable work, and 
it has something to say about Matthew Paris. It more or less 
agrees with Green’s eulogy, but admits that some people “  have 
endeavoured to prove that no such writer as Matthew Paris ever 
existed, and that the work which goes under his name is nothing 
more than an historical romance and the forgery of a later 
period.”  That is to say, a good deal of early English history, 
based on Matthew Paris, and repeated in one school book after 
another, and in our encyclopedias, and relied upon by such a 
great historian as John Richard Green may be a tissue of 
monkish lies. I should add that Paris is mentioned by John 
Leland, who is said to have made a six years’ literary tour of 
England (from 1533 to 1539) but is not referred to by his rival, 
Polydore Vergil, who is also one of tho “  authorities ”  on 
English history.

In the Everyman edition of Green are given valuable lists ot 
authorities, and the curious reader will also find in the notes 
appended by his editor some very interesting comments. Let 
me give some of them. Commenting on the famous 'poem of 
“ Piers Ploughman”  is, “ It has been contended since Green 
wrote, that the poem of Piers Ploughman was not the work of a 
single individual, and that Longland or lain gland (the reputed 
author) never existed.”  For the Hundred Years’ War (1336-1431) 
in England, “  The most famous authority is, of course, 
Froissart. . . .  As a history his writings are of no particular 
value.”  Of the Conquest of Scotland (1290-1305), we are told, 
“ There is no contemporary Scottish account of this period; the 
earliest of the later accounts is the Bruce of Barbour. The 
.Jingle of Blind Harry is of no historical value.”  Of the House 
of Lancaster (1399-1422): “  The chronicles of this period of 
English history become increasingly defective.”  Of tho Wars 
of the Boses (1450-1471): “ Tho original authorities are scanty 
in the extreme. . . . Social life is well illustrated in the Paston 
Letters but they are of little value for public events.”  Of the 
“ historian,”  Geoffrey of Monmouth, Green says: “ Myth, 
legend, tradition, tho classical pedantry of the day, the Welsh 
dreams of future triumph over tho Saxon, tho memories of tho 
Crusades . . . were mingled together by this daring fabulist.”  
For those who believe in Magna Charter, “  The Myth of Magna. 
Carta ”  by Jenks in the “  Independent Review,”  March, 1904, 
is recommended—and so it goes on.

Myth, legend, fables, these are the cries of standard historians 
when they go back to authorities for “ history.”  And remember, 
their history is Secular, not religious. They are not giving us 
tlu' lives and miracles of gods. Yet day after day, in thousands

June

of pulpits, and from the B.B.C., as well as from c0U

I -

, „[ soiuevo‘"
and journals, miracles are appealed to as prool ^  bolk(i 
inherently impossible. And people can be fount
them. It seems incredible.

II. CUTV

A CURIOUS AMERICAN PROBLEM

AS the years pass, and especially when a man
'  enters tin'

---- ---- J -----  L--- .J} — *' 1'llgS .
seventh decade of his life, ardent controversial fee 1 spin
get less and ever less, and a more balanced and imp11 ^  past 
replaces them. The present writer published much, "j miltt»'r 
of a strong (but, it is hoped, fair) type on polemn«*resei t artlC
so it is perhaps well to say definitely that the lu
is not of that nature. It is meant to consider disP^^ 
and with an eye to mere objective realities, a some' ‘ ^  ah' 
able problem existing in the United States of Americ 
of general world significance. , jn si"|l<

The Roman Catholic Church is the largest p.fv'’
respects, tho most powerful religious body 111  ̂ jjjjliofj;
It has a numerous hierarchy of archbishops a11 orJer»i 
thousands of clergy, monks, nuns, and other “  relig1011- sd**1! 
stately cathedrals and other churches, numcl° l ^  goO*' 
(including universities), and exerts much political a yicP 
power. The rising strength of tho South American 11  ̂ ck* 
which are all of Catholic culture—with which E
affiliations, adds to its potency. tli'’

Tlie question then arises: What of the relation^ 
powerful Church to the radically democratic polit'1 *  ̂c0#|li 
of the United States? Can they be reconciled, or mw®  ̂
eventually arise? In the widely-circulated New  ̂ ’ /oI1J..... ...... -**J ■>*»*? »m cij-vu i-u ,.™  *'-• /ftj)U 1
monthly, America, an article appealed recently 
reprinted in tho Catholic Digest—Minnesota, I 1 j.l; 
Belgium—January, 1947) by John Courtney MulIj1' 
which, under tho title “  Separation of Church am
endeavoured to solve this question.

Father Murray frankly admitted that the problem lfll' i d  
have serious implications. Of the “ form ula”  (as h? ,'0li(i'' 
"separation of church and state,”  he says: “  Tfio jfch

iP"

polemist ran, of course, make use of [it] tc <u*eat
‘ Catholics support separation of church and state in „t'11"

nscn 'l ’they oppose it in Spain. You see, then, what un>' " 
power-politicians they are; they act solely on immoral r
of expediency ’ . ’ .ug1

This put the matter strongly : yet perhaps not strong!)'
We have to consider not merely tho real or upparen ;l 
between the Catholic attitudes in the U.S. and Spaim 1 
tho whole history and canon law of Catholicism in Jl
"church and state.”  , uji*1’

From the days of the old Roman emperor Constant'" j il'1 
now, the Roman Church has always regarded it as a 
state, if organised as that Church’s ideal inculcates, t° n'1’ 
Catholicism and repress heresy. The raed’ 1 " " " " 1
full of enactments to that effect, and whene

litoral canon ‘ |I'1
'ver and whMt w«'"

Roman Church has had or has power that policy ha?
enforced. In mediæval times heresy was a capital off1'"^ ¡
after conviction by a church tribunal, heretics were ban ^  
to tho “ secular arm ”  for execution. Civil magistr° ,t'f tr  
refused to carry out the verdicts of the Church 111 
ex-communication. Kings were solemnly crowned, by l _ jf 
and wero expected to uphold the Church and i'lTn ||i'' 
adversaries. In short, tho view of the Roman Church n' 
the State, far from being separate from the Church in an. .i''' 
I'ompatible with modern liberal ideas, ought to be the > j ,]i.' 
defender of the faith. Have modern developments alt*'1*
view ?

Since the pontificate of Pope Gregory XVI, and ¡u?
iii'

liberalistic Encyclical Mirari Nos, about a hundred ?cilX

t|l(i
am
it
hue

A
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,, ratters on a multi*T «  have issued numerous Encyclical ‘ 0{ Church
Ï !  subjects, and have not neglected this pi ’ d lt w)th

State. lnhis long veign (1875-1903), Leo uis
and his declarations have been confirmed

? '«sors, Encyclicals are not, as such, nox xpress the
o£ “  r *Pal HiîallibiHty autlloritative. To

, ls mind, and are to be received * which here
îH  then, does their doctrine, on the subject m

Wu interested, 
lt come ?

¡yiiortX n -  ÎOUnd set iorth especially in the Encyclicals---  ---- - ~i’f —*”**J LiLerfasl'rrr: me Vei, Arcanum Divince, Rerum Nora
« ,  „«,„■» *  t * > » » .  • *  ” 1  „„<*

in , *W: Tlie Church mid the Stale au State laws agree
'■•'itl, *i°'Va There, but with the proviso >•» ’ ' a jer to the

01 tho Church, and that t h e ®  gt.lte has a duty 
to n matters oi common concern , t ■ toleration,
C  h°W “ that religion which alone is true .that t 
y the s*-' cults opposed to Catholicism

only ior reasons of propaganda is
5 that unrestricted freedom <>f 1 ’ • i +<. as truth;

Hat' 'ltss for error cannot have the same not Ending
Hota], ate luws opposed to those of I he ^ t while demo-

WV- - may be a duty, to resist then , that w
■ an allowable” form oi government, it"»* lun-t.

‘ï?Sm
''tJcv ; and E'■ t|, ls “ i. rirrVif •»«'UJL’O lurill OI gUVtfl JIHUUIL, 11 JUUOU UJ-/11V4.VI
f < u ? Chutch ”  ; that the Church has divine right
10 OJiujN 10 education of children “  in all branches ”  ; and that 

£l||iisli| ev* lllS a Lght not merely “ to teach,”  but also “ to 
11% <n ^  temporal penalties.”

^  hioi-el 'Cl?! ca»» this teaching (which, it must be realised, is
¡¡H so i/ mediaeval”  but is the present-day Papal doctrine,
"b lio\v< \'lS ls Possible, is enforced in States where Catholicism
'"'«tic; r how can it be reconciled with radical democratic
,l°-cr<ii, i t h a t  of the United States, where all creeds (or

‘ id Stards ar’ tate ire equally free, and where separation of Church 
ls taken as a fundamental constitutional principle?

|| '*% Ar
, I'olcli Urray 's reply is interesting and rather ingenious, 
"t* 0]|'j ass,erts that Catholics *' support ”  the U.S. principle, 

S ciple  ̂ 111 practice (as expedient for themselves) but in 
f ,jo , , so«nd in itself).”  How, we ask in surprise, can

j S° in view of the Church’s history and canon law ? 
%tj0 "»'ray’s solution is on these lines: The American con- 
’ .’ ’»Lids the enactment of any law establishing a religion 
. > * > • *  the free exercise of any; by that enactment the
..^  simply refrains from claiming a right “  to play the
H a ai»d promulgate articles of fa ith ” ; in disclaiming 

Ho »t only disclaims what Catholicism itself denies
i,[ ''He i*”  ’ therefore, it does not conflict with the Church’s 
Lib i ,)l|ti on the contrary, Is perfectly sound in a country 

iels-
S k  i(:s’ says Father Murray, “  have, it is true, their own 

<>£ religious liberty; so have Protestants. But neither
nor tho Protestant theology is written into the U.S. 

•h, u«cm.”
■ "iis
j'S to j!°»»»s to disclose the weakness of his thesis: for, accord- 
;'s»res canon law, in a State constituted as that law
s absJ 16 Catholic conception ought to ho so “  written,”  and 
mid ls a defect, to be remedied “  in better times.”  It!C6m-then, that the Catholic and United States’ con-
Tt »ornain at variance, and that American Catholics can 
l)|'iil,|?<' Htter, not ns “  sound in itself,”  but only for reasons 
It | ' a£ expediency while it is impossible to alter it.

iJ'Holi  ̂ ^  ILat, witli its patient, age-long power of adaptation, 
0 Geology may find a way to meet tliese problems. As 

however, there seems a direct ideological contrariety 
"ly j,,1 ^'»tholicism and modern democratic principle. Not 
’H I, »»»erica but in many other countries also, developments 

’ Eminent and important.
, J. AV. POYNTER.

PRACTICAL POLITICS

A nation that gets into trouble,
Caused by the snow and the rains;

To clear up the mess and the rubble 
Must utilise He-men with brains.

What is the use of the praying 
Which vanishes into thin air ;

Reminds one of asses when braying,
And therefore it gets us nowhere.

What we require then is Action 
And not so much trust in tho Gods;

The workers must have satisfaction,
But—don’t let-them go to the “  dogs.”

1 don’t mean entire Prohibition,
For that would be asking in vain ;

Let facts supersede Superstition,
And then we’ll get going .again.

Don’t think that I ’m a Dictator,
I am only stating the facts,

And, hoping to see you later 
When you won’t find me giving out tracts,

E. AV. JAMES.

OBITUARY

CHARLES  ATKINSON HAY

AVe deeply regret (<> record the death of Charles Atkinson Hay 
in his 78th year. A long life well spent, in which Freethought 
principles prevailed, came to a sudden end by a peaceful falling 
into the last sleep. Our sympathy is with the surviving members 
of the family in their loss, their consolation is that he suffered 
no illness or pain, and nature gave no warning of the end. A 
large party of relatives and friends assembled at the Golders 
Green Crematorium on May 22, where a Secular Service was 
conducted by the General Secretary, N.S.S. R. H. R.

SUNDAY LECTURE NOTICES. ETC.

LONDON—Outdoor
North London Branch N.S.S. (White Stone Pond, Hampstead)__

Sunday, 12 noon, Mr. L. Ebuhyj (Highbury Corner) Sunday, 
7 p.m., Mr. L. Enufty.

West London Branch N.S.S. (Marble ^Vrcli, llydo Park).—Sunday, 
3 p.m.. Messrs. E. Sauhin, F. Page, James H aht.

LONDON—Indoor
South Place Ethical Society (Conway Ilall, Red Lion Square,

A\r.C. 1) Sunday, lla.m , : “ Sixty \Tears of International
Language,”  Professor J. C. Fr.uora,, M.A. LL.D.

COUNTRY—Outdoor

Blackburn Branch N.S.S. (Market Place)__Sunday, 7 p.m.. Mr.
J. Crayton.

Kingston-on-Thames Branch N.S.S. (Castle Street).—Sunday, 
7 p.m., Mr. J. Baiiker.

Merseyside Branch N.S.S. (Blitzed site, Ranelagh Street, Liver
pool).—Sunday, 7 p.m., a. lecture.

Lonely? Join Friendship Circle. Details Gd. Secretary, 34, 
Honeywell Road, London, S.AV. 11.
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PIETY IN PRISON -  WHY ?

A FEW interesting complications are aroused by a sentence 
in Mr. Bertram Calcutt’s article Tiety in Prison ”  ( “  The 
Freethinker,”  April 27, 1947). “  It may be .safely stated,”  he
assures us, “  that delinquency is irighest amongst people who 
are the most exposed to intensive religious training.”  Before 
considering this statement it is essential that we know the 
opinion held by the majority of criminal psychologists.

It, is agreed that every crime results from the combination of 
two or more factors of which environment and the predisposition 
of the individual involved are the chief. That is to say that a 
person with certain genes placed in a certain environment will 
be a delinquent while a person with different genes placed in the 
same environment will remain innocent. In all crimes both of 
the above factors play a part, but in 'each crime one of these 
factors predominates over the other.

Now bearing this in mind we can consider Mr. Calcutt’s bold 
statement. First, if religion is an accomplice to crime what is 
the reason, and why should a higher percentage of Roman 
Catholics be involved than any other body?

Mr. Calcutt thinks it probable that the Roman Catholic 
teaching of a vile world and a sugar-and-spice paradise is the 
cause but we can dismiss this in view of other theories.

In the statistics provided by Mr. Calcutt showing the religions 
of people in N.S.W. prisons l noted that while there was a total 
of 1,598 male recidivists there were only 86 female prisoners. 
The Roman Catholic figures are, male 527, female 33; and every 
religion shows a larger number of male criminals over females. 
This difference can be accounted for by the diversity in tempera
ment between male and female, the former being aggressive ana 
adventurous, the latter being generally, more passive. Now it is 
one of the idiosyncrasies of human nature that when a person 
is told not to do a certain tiling he promptly does it unless some 
practical reason is given why ho should not do it.

Applying this to a Roman Catholic child who is told that ho 
must not steal because God will be annoyed and send the devii 
to him it becomes obvious that when the child grows to adoles
cence and no new mature reason is given him against stealing 
that he promptly steals. If he is caught he is hauled before a 
court, made to feel degraded and inferior, finally, perhaps, sent 
to prison for a year; after which he is thrown upon society 
ignorant of modern affairs, without a job and very little hope 
of getting one. He therefore steals again. If he is not caught, 
ho keeps on stealing until he is, and the disastrous chain of 
events again takes place. So the childish and crude reasons given 
to children as maxims of good conduct may lead, as I have 
shown, to criminality. Tho modern child when it reaches 
adolescence is gaining a materialistic and secular outlook and 
tho humbug it was told as a child just will not hold water. 
The young person, therefore, steals as an adventure to find out 
exactly what will happen. If it is not caught stealing may 
become a habit and hey presto wo have a delinquent on our 
hands.

A question might be asked hero that when a child reaches 
adolescence it is old enough to form ideas of its own. 1 agree, 
but perhaps this is accounted for by the statistics formed by 
criminal psychologists in which it is found that the percentage 
of feeble-mindedness among delinquents is much higher than 
among the normal population. Such people are incapable of 
forming new ideas when the old ones are shown to be obsolete.

A very simple and obvious theory for a high percentage of 
criminality among Roman Catholics is this. A person can commit 
a crime and then for the payment of a fee have his sin washed 
away by the priest. This is obviously an incentive to crime if 
not a crime in itself.

Finally a personal view. T suggest that crime is merely 
accentuated by religion and not in any way caused by it. The

predisposition of the individual still plays a ini?1<J1(i*vi1-i,i
example, a certain Roman Catholic in a certain •iojkoi'1 
would steal; another Roman Catholic in the sane * J.i,]igi('"'
would not steal although both have received the f-a" 
training. To abolish the Church, although a 1,11 j jorals »'ri' 
would not affect delinquency to any great degree. jjj0]yoal> 
not formed by the Church but by society it*'' j m„r»l' 
believed this and so do I, but I believe also that, 1 tl";
sopiety are, even today, influenced by the Church ^  „v 1 
parents to the child and these first- impressions ‘ul ¡ill1'
important in the child’ s life. They must, therefore, jl(
frank and secular. We are passing through a P vj. A’ 
evolution of Man, a phase from religion to secular 1 ianital'il1' 
the Bible says, “ it is good,”  provided we adopt the 111 gjve tir’ 
aspect mixed with a bit of good psychological sensi- ^  
people practical reasons why they must not stea 
won’t steal. t ^  eri1®'

Vindictive and retributory measures will never oh pllliiU|i;‘ 
to any large degree. We must apply psychological u  fittici»’" 
treatment. Dr. Healy, the founder of the Clu *
Centres, has given us a start. In these centres 1 11 i(j_ P' 
and any child who shows anti-social tendencies is t»*1 
such centres can only do a little. What is needed 1S ^  Tl1' 
of view of society. Society is demanding a change of ., in* 
old ideas will not wash and society is gradually J011 
code, an unwritten code, of morals. . j jn tl‘!"

One final note. Let it be understood I have consul*11 jpof
article only one reason for delinquency. There are tn jlj
ways in which an individual can become a delmq11* „jin* 
intention was but to give to Mr. Calcutt a reason cgi#

thei

an)’ Inn
Roman Catholics filled N.S.W. prisons than any 0 
Personally, however, as I have stated previously,  ̂
think religious instruction affects delinquency to ‘ i«--
extent. Man follows the morals of society guided by ( il 
predisposition. The Church would have us belie'*' 
effect upon society is a benevolent one. 1 submit that 
times it has very little effect at all. , 4 1 1 (1 1 ''

K. EA” n

A W ICKED PRIEST

In 1666 tin, Vicar of Alderminster was charged 
variety of misdeeds, from desecrating church orna

viti» » h 
eliti-

J'

111 Ie
to
on

in»"1
a"1
li#

ÿu"1',b."utensils by turning them to domestic purposes, 
smoking, frequenting ale-houses and playing games "" (p 
But the head and front of his offence was that he vp-ksl1'"
friendship with Oliver Cromwell.” —From “ Old V ‘" 
Churches”  by W. Hobabt Bum, F.lt.S.A.
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