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VIEWS AND OPINIONS
.)(|(/ ‘t Underground ” Against God

(lll'd °poned and swallowed up Dathan, Com, 
a„,i , , r®w > together with their wives and children

fjjp, their followers.
"udergj. in religion arose,

s t ^ p g  tle  workings of natural phenomena, 
««a, tj rrrtling phenomena of nature, the storm-tosse/i 
lhe’ |j steams, of fiery lava pouring down the side of 
^nfcatlUlmt? mountain, the earth rocking and gaping 
siftljn j^e feet of trembling humanity; all these and 
tivg j' Phenomena struck terror into the heart of primi- 
°f aban- Lacking, as he did, all sense of the perception 
hiaoiJWct “  laws ”  of nature, and strange to the 
¡titter, ' ? causation, it was inevitable that he should 
they., these dread phenomena animistically. For 
hpefj 'ere> ar'd could in the very nature of his so limited 
lilte j ?nee> only be due to the agency of sentient beings 
\l u,lself only more powerful and more malevolent, 

i^ a lly , it followed that the invisible Beings who

-Num. xvi, 33. 
as we know, m a mis-

bi
s

e whirlwind and direct the storm ”  came In time
conceived anthropormorphically as physically en- 

(li0s ~ with human traits, and traits at that which, like 
’¡'ill' ° ' their worshippers, were of the most primitive 
kM- h’°r the primitive theologian knew nothing of 

without body, parts, or passions quite the 
t!je iai'y,; it was the visible effects of their “  passions,”  
'if ^gible expression of their ‘ ‘ parts ”  in the eruptions 
V0 apural phenomena, which convinced their savage 

-j,| nPpers of thejir real and terrible existence.
°gy’ ’n hs origins, represented a step forward 

•li-H the primitive for it is an obvious mistake to imagine 
I anthropormorphism itself represents the earliest 
'ir)) °f human thought. The famous, but entirely falla- 
tllllts,femark of the old Greek philosopher Xenophanes, 
-¡¡v 'f oxen could conceive of gods, they would con- 
htf'! them as oxen,”  must not be allowed to lead us 

• It was, in fact, not until a relatively advanced 
:»t of human thought that man developed to the point 
t0 cich he became antliropormorphic, at which he came 
l]f|' 0ficeive of the gods as men. The earliest practi- 

r-s of what we may perhaps term prehistoric theology,S id
lhos, no doubt imagine the gods, not as men, but as 

'6 prehistoric monsters who were stronger than men 
ti, destroyers of men: mastodons, cave-bears, sabre- 
Ha,' le<f tigers and the like. It was only at a much lateir 
hc5° when mankind was already well on the way to 

>ln° the master of nature, when he had come to 
own species as higher and more powerful thanhi' . .

tll(,,lilc>nstens around him and with whom he contended, 
W. he could come to conceive of the gods as men. 
V, to revert to Xenophanes, hjs theological “  oxen ”  
t)|. l ,b no doubt, conceive gods as beings more powerful 
frir ** themselves: there are many such in nature, as 
tl,ftSample, lions, or more probably still, man himself, 

. terror of nature.
V r 5 we note two presuppositions for the emergence of 

*Stn ; a preliminary recognition of man himself as

the most powerful and excellent of terrestial beings», 
and therefore as the animal in whose shape the still 
more powerful beings known as gods can be most appro
priately conceived, and the agency of natural phenomena 
as the divine sphere of operations.

The preliminary conditions being once granted, theo
logy, now both animistic and anthropormorphic, could 
take yet a further step forward, towards unity: the 
scattered acts of the gods visible in sun and moon, storm 
and earthquake, underwent a change, or more exactly, 
a centralising process. The Divine Pantheon underwent 
a drastic process of rationalisation, the many gods were 
reduced to the few, and the few were eventually merged 
into one, the whole process of nature became personified 
in unity, the acts of the gods became “  the pet of God.” 
It was probably the theologians of Egypt who took this 
last step, and it was one which must have demanded 
a very high level of abstract thought, the end of a, very» 
long process of mental refining of primitive concepts. 
To-day, all acts of nature are- “  Acts of Giod.”

However, as it progressed, theology became subject 
to a new infiltration: it was gradually moralised. The 
original gods were not moral at all. Contrarily, they 
were as-ruthless, as amoral as the fierce outbursts of 
nature in which their power was embodied. There is 
nothing “  m oral”  about cyclones or earthquakes. But 
as the gods became socialised and even, to a certain 
extent, civilised along with their worshippers, or rather, 
creators, it became increasingly difficult to reconcile their 
new-found beneficence with the stark horror of ”  nature 
red in tooth and claw,”  with the yawning chasm of 
the earthquake, with the annihilating streams of molten 
lava, with the merciless sweep of the tornado. And this 
last dilemma still haunts theology to-day. It is actually 
a dilemma insoluble upon its given premises.

At first, of course, in what we may term the pre-ethical 
era of theology, the problem did' not arise. Then, fire, 
storm and earthquake were simply the appropriate 
instruments of an angry and amoral god. The savage 
Hebrew legend of the ghastly vengeance of the Lord 
upon Cora, Dathan and Abiram, quoted above, belongs 
to this pre-ethical phase of theology, but as man and 
god acquired the rudiments of civilised ethics, the 
insoluble problem of reconciling a moral god with a visibly 
amoral and indifferent nature arose in all its ever more 
obvious contradictions. Accordingly, wo find the author 
of the Book of Job, the first civilised writer in the Bible, 
asking the Deity some very tricky questions in relation 
to which Omnipotence cut a poor enough figure as a 
logician when he tried to reply. And then we have 
Zoroaster, Manichaeus, and the Dualists, as it were, 
side-tracking the cosmic problem with their two per
petually conflicting gods of good and evil: an ingenious 
metaphysic which, however, suffered shipwreck on the 
obvious unity of nature.

In more modem times, the self-same problem produced 
two of the most famous works in modem literature, 
Voltaire’s Candida, that tremendous satire on ‘ ‘ the best 
of all possible worlds ”  as imagined by Leibnitz, or more
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accurately, as Voltaire imagined that Leibnitz imagined 
it, and the French writer’s hardly less famous poem 
on the terrible earthquake at Lisbon (November 1, 1755). 
It was actually this last terrible disaster, which annihila
ted in a moment a. countless multitude, that inspired 
both the above works. For Voltaire was no Atheist, but 
a convinced Deist, who had to use one of the keenest 
brains ever devoted to critical thought to reconcile the 
irreconcilable concepts of a just god and an active nature 
to which justice is a merely meaningless term, as is 
indicated with transparent clarity by its normal activities. 
Even Voltaire, for all bis incomparable mental clarity, 
evidently found the impossible task beyond his power. 
For neither Candide nor the poem suggests any rational 
solution, and Voltaire’s Theism was evidently shaken, 
if not entirely destroyed.

The last few weeks have seen the same problem 
restated hardly less forcibly by another earthquake, this 
time in Ecuador, South America. Thousands have 
perished. And to provide fresh difficulties for the theo
logians, among the victims were 50 children actually 
engaged in learning about “  God ”  in the Catholic 
Catechism when the earth opened and consumed them. 
Had they survived, the earth could have told them more 
about “ God”  than their Catechism! How can we recon- 

. cile their pathetic end with the justice of the God whom 
they were actually serving when be struck them down? 
“  Incomprehensible,”  say the theologians. We agree! 
We go further: the catastrophic acts of nature only 
become rational when they are held to prove both the 
primacy and the arnorulity of matter and the contingent 
and dependent character of all conscious life upon the 
blind and indifferent reactions of matter the omnipotent, 
the unconscious, and the amoral. The Creator is effec
tively disproved by the Creation, “  nature’s god ”  by 
godless nature. And we solve the problem of “  Divine 
Justice ”  by denying its existence. God is the oldest 
tyrant to be overthrown by the “  Underground.”

F. A. RIDLEY.

RATIONALISM

WHAT is a rationalist? 1 put the question because there 
seems to be much confusion in certain quarters with 
regard to the application of the word.

I turn to a dictionary, and I find (a) “  Rationalist, 
one who proceeds in his disquisitions and practice wholly 
upon reason.”  (b) “  One who resolves the supernatural 
into the natural, inspiration into insight, or revelation 
into reason.”  With the first part of the definition I am 
not just now concerned except to remark thnt, as regards 
our conduct in the ordinary affairs of life, it applies to 
everyone, the religionist no less than the secularist; we 
all claim to think and act in accordance with reason— a 
point to be considered later. It is with the latter half of 
the definition, as giving a specific and exclusive meaning 
to the term, that I would first deal.

If we examine the different clauses of the sentence we 
shall find that they may be resolved into the constituents 
of a more definite and conclusive term. To rt solve revela
tion into reason, inspiration into insight, and the super
natural into the natural is to resolve rationalism into 
atheism. A .god who reveals nothing, who inspires noth
ing and who transcends nothing is, manifestly nothing.

Many who are convinced atheists acknowledge the 
fundamental identity of the names, but Are induced to 
call themselves rationalists as a euphemism less obnoxious 
to theistic prejudice. They are mostly to be found 
among those with a “  career,”  professional or political, 
which a frank avowal of.atheism might damage.

September

• n betw'eBut th^re are others who make a distinct'01̂  ^  
the terms and who adopt the name of rationa ^ tt> 
that distinction. They reject what they are l^cjsln, :t 
call ‘ ‘ dogmatic atheism ’ ’ in favour of ago0*  ̂pliilo- 
doctrine which exalts acquiescent ignorance 111 l̂igioO—~~---- - -o— --  r reHo1'",

They refuse to ageept the gods g(i be 
but are obsessed by the idea that there may 01
sophic virtue.

nondescW“  something somewhere ” —a mysterious • •
whom (or which) they designate by the title 
Absolute ”  or “  The Unknowable.”  jD xv

it
1’he

Inc
These, howev«>. ,the word rutin., r *re- on ^ a few of the senses m ...

comprehend ven,>Q1St’ 'S “ OW used- To get an idea, of
t° gdance m o n t h l y ] , ^ ™ 0'  fV \ h'd’ we Literary Guide "  .1 °n through the pages of
ahsin,’ ’ and thè J ie W 1* Par excellence, of “  Tat‘°”'  the n o d ic a l  rendezvous of all the var^and the periodical rendezvous 
and conflicting views of what rationalism is or ouglit to be-

Thus (to give a few examples from ari»«.*«*» pr01ia
lately published), we 
rationalism,”  that is a rationalism that

is or ouD , tter» 
t*les and « def

have advocates for a ¡tmuid cease--- vnwuoiu, l/xicvu 1© Hi l ilflUKJucihoj.il UUtXU " ~--  1 JjllS'
stupid attacks on religion,”  and devote its hither l-
applied energies to “  education, science, etbir^ 
polities.”  Others again are all for a consider-1 ^ ;I]( 
cautious rationalism that would not by “ over-state' , ■ 
shock the susceptibilities of the “  religious _d<)U . ¡fftl 
and would treat with respect the views of “  philoh°l .• 
t heists, religious scientists and scientific theolog""1- ^ ;,t 

Then we have a somewhat recondite rational'sl" 
is not a substance but a. process, not contc" , ;li 

method, not a philosophy, but a discipline ”  ; and ûjld 
such, “  it cannot escape the destiny of having 
(ip a third force between the main developed alter"1 
of Christianity and Marxism.”  ^  ;i

0|ther arguments equally clear are advanced 
rationalism that would recognise the fact that r ¡,i 
ever can be rational; while a voice as of one cry1 »»ps 
the wilderness pleads for “  a non-superstitious re 
rationalism ” — whatever devil’s kind of melange 
may be. f v ¡11

I might cite other examples; but the foregoing , j(> 
suffice to show the almost farcical state of confi|S)°  
which rationalism, as now understood, is reduced- ^ 

The question arises: What is the cause of j,:’ 
different senses or nonsenses in the use of the *L.
All the writers I have quoted claim to be ration*' •. 
and yet differ from each other as to what rationol'f'" ^  
It is plain that if we are to put our own construct'?1' ,,f 
the word it becomes nothing more than the express' ^ 
individual idiosyncrasy. The confusion arises f'-?111 
want of a single clear-cut definition confining i''s 
strictly within its theological sense. . (|1.

The formula adopted by tbe R.P.A., viz., “  P 1'1'  ̂
alism is the mental attitude which unreservedly acC |i 
the supremacy of reason,”  is vague and diffused- ^  
embraces too much leaving the question of what is r‘ 1 
to bo decided according to mere opinion, self-i"^'^.. 
stupidity or prejudice. We all “  accept tbe supre" lj(),,’. 
of reason,”  but it is the supremacy of our, own re“ ' a 
In exalting the authority of reason the definition ign<l)|)y 
the fact that what we call reason does not operate 
same in all of us; otherwise there would be no disable
ment on any question, we should all take the same ' 
of the same thing. . ,0[.

Most of the questions which Axeroise the human "j p 
fleet have given rise to opposing views, each of wm? j 
supported by what its advocates’ believe to be rot'''..... 
arguments. In philosophy, ethics, sociology, pom 
art—even in science, what ultimate authority have 
that may determine which of the diverse opinions on ' , .pi 
subjects is most in accord with reason? Unlike a prob 1
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¡■trâ d ^le nationale of which may -be demon-
lshed (je 1 clearness and precision, and the truth estab- 
i Matter of dis.pute* reason in such questions becomes 
110 “ i-n. °P*n*on which varies with the character of

Tab .ner-”
^''ocaté'V^^ ôr ,nstance. Are we to suppose that the 
V*s ¡¡op , ° r ' left ”  or “  right,”  socialist or capitalist, 
rri$0n •) ?‘^e his convictions on what he believes to be 
Nnfce „if]' mt ei'iterion have we by which we may pro- 
JUt ouf ler the- one or the other to be the more rational, 
l',IJestionv°"r* leason> i-e., our individual view of the 
|ÿveïgai lo  such cases there can be no definition of 
!% e 0f 4uthority; and he who claims the exclusive 
1,1 sue], atlonalist on the score of his particular belief 
l'^eh m -lattürs *s merely arrogating to himself a title 
,iJoiaim 0n ^ ‘e same grounds, and with equal right, 
hi theLd ,y others differing in to to from him.

■’Htem ,'fVas® °f ’ religion (and by religion I mean any 
'hsabiJip .le  ̂ 'n a supernatural power or god) no such 

o« y exists ; for, so far as religion is opposed to

4 , 1949

| ^ 8011—̂ 1 > ror, so rar as icugiuu ,a „v.
1 I S; C - t  is, so far as its doctrines are antagonistic to 

rejeotin Vl.1 *ac*-s ° f nature and experience—we have, in 
ffcli8w  ̂ f h e  authority of reason itself. Belief in
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'^ i0 n V ”. uib aur.___ ___________
0t| "'li'it *ii68 ncdi depend, as does belief in other things, 
tfa,... ' the believer thinks is reason, but on the con-

_____ ___________ , and his irration-
classic

«•ary Wle Deiiever thinks is reason,
S ’ h wl,at he knows is not reason; and ins 
diev..'i* c ûss'°  authority, Credo quia absurduvi (I
his i10051’186 it is absurd.—Tertullian).

'bat \v , ,?ar’ therefore, that it is only in opposing religion 
%1 (.jU .unreservedly accept the supremacy of reason,”  
'^di«ii IIL- 110 °^ li,r sense are we justified in assuming

'hhdinctive name of Rationalist.
A. YATES.

ETERNITY
4‘ g
',i,t' ‘«'w’es existentialism is a philosophy of the soul with- 

H I "¡thtt (̂ 0<h that of J. Cf. Bennett is one with God but 
fio soul. He is a mathematical physicist with some

j 14 °f experience in the Middle East, 
îtf * his book “  The Crisis in Human AJ'fairs ”  lie
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"’¡tlfcpte to reconcile Western Science and Philosophy
'ir,t Eastern Mysticism. IIo is influenced by, though 
ill |C;xP°unding, the ideas of G. I. Gurdjieff; combining 
^ “»torioul survey with an introspective metaphysical 
¡I, concerning a modern problem; that “  the world 
■'̂  Uch we live does not make sense.”  Mankind has 
l|ii; .'J|Wn worried, anxious, irritable, unable to use, and 
H'(, [ e f*1 master, the knowledge which it has acquired.”  

ŷ'lwait a “  catastrophe ”  that “  cannot be averted.”  
!ii,1(.b ui’e at the end of an Epoch that- began about the 
iri.l'°f Confucius, Lao Tse, Buddha, Jain, Parmenides 
,f . ooerates. Before that time, human life was thought 
Vji A ferms of demi-godsi or heroes, divine rulers; man 
¡n,,’ meidental. Since then, we see the growing import- 
V « und power of man, in self-centred relation to the 
■< j O at large, individually and psychologically. Not only 
t(,(1 ."ft the measure of all things, but the “  dangers and 
1 ],’'0ns ”  of the “  present situation 

°f balance 
l°rtanoe of man. 

by 0'(lay, this exaggerated idea of man is disproved 
vij(l c;ts, as those of astronomy and biology. So also, 
tio 1 fbe freedom of the will or choice of action. .Observa- 
Iijj.j shows this to be no more than

springs from a 
arrogance and self-

few seconds
»,¡1, lg a day. For the most part it is habit. “  Study 
Hri(j always show that the choice was made unconsciously
;,t"! Unintentionally.”  Wo are lost in ambiguous, language 

' illusion that careful observation will dispel. So it is

with the (illusion of the self. Hume’s argument against 
the separate identity of the self lias never been answered. 
What we observe is multiplicity and inter-relation with, 
and throughout, the world at large.

Introspective consideration, continuing from Locke, 
Hume and Kant’s “  magnificent failure,”  leads on to 
what we mean by knowledge. Distinguishing this from 
information, our author finds seven kinds; vegetative 
knowledge, such as tropisms in biology; animal know
ledge, as Pavlov’s conditioned reflex; pragmatic 
knowledge, the knowhow, characteristically human; 
knowledge of values, what is and what is not important; 
effectual knowledge, involving choice in action; trans
cendental knowledge, what is possible or potential; with 
a final possible category, ultimate knowledge. And “  no 
amount of knowledge of one kind can produce a grain of 
knowledge of another kind.”

In our world of crisis “  our ability to control things 
lias outstripped our power to control ourselves.”  We have 
the illusion over intentions and actions. The way to Hell 
is paved with good intentions. We judge ourselves by 
intentions and others by actions. We are “  confused and 
bewildered ”  in our “  systems of value ”  and so become 
also in our actions. We do not distinguish knowledge of 
facts, and knowledge by which we act. But, “  pragmatic 
knowledge is different, not only in kind hut also in origin 
from knowledge of values.”  We rationalise and so “  do 
not, and cannot, learn from our mistakes.”

These transcendental and entemal values lead on to a 
consideration of time and eternity. Eternity is not an 
infinite prolongation of time. Following Locke, time is 
transient, successive, and perpetual perishing; and this 
running down of the second law of thermodynamics is 
inconsistent with the idea of evolutionary progress. But 
eternity is potential, permanent, and creative. As with 
memory, Which is contrary to time, so also is our concern 
with the future. We need to take eternity seriously; not 
to “  hope for the impossible,”  but to think more of 
“  what we can he ” ; and not merely in the future, but 
be more “  awake ”  now, and extend those few moments 
.of conscious choice.

If time is a fourth dimension, eternity is a fifth. Wo 
are “  eternity blind,”  using “  outworn meaningless terms 
—Freedom, Communism, the Individual, the State.”  In 
consciousness, personality fluctuates between temporal 
and eternal. Eternity is potential, does not come from 
“  sense perception or reason ”  and implies “  u. kind of 
special language ”  as in “  schools ”  of music, art, drama, 
literature, jurisprudence, religion; and imply also, com
munity of interest, as well as “  transcendental experi
ence ”  in judgment of values. Civilisations persist 
through community of interest and not enlightened self- 
interest; and it involves moral responsibility and ”  the 
whole harmony of human life.”

Such eternal knowledge comes to the individual as “  a 
revelation from outs.ide ”  and judgment of eternal values 
is mystical; and in learning from those who have had 
“  true experience ”  of transcendental knowledge wo need 
more community and humility, less arrogance. Wo need 

help ”  different from “  any that we can sec around 
us to-day.”  Civilisations are tho work of schools within 
humanity, bub an Epoch originates in “  Revelation from 
beyond humanity,”  and- we .must hope for a fresh 

Revelation of the Divine Purpose to Mankind, and 
prepare ourselves to receive it.”

In all this condemnation of egotistic humanism, there 
arc no feelings, sentiments, passions. With moans in 
(bo realm of time and ends in potential eternity, wo 
have objectivity in contrast to existentialist subjectivity; 
but such mi ineffective ending seems to show that
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mathematical physics is no preparation for, nor meta
physics a method for, such a subject; for the conclusion 
logically follows, not from facts, but from the initial 
assertion of unavoidable catastrophe. But the book is an 
interesting example of what Chapman Cohen called 
philosophical theologising, for our author seems to accept 
a religious mysticism, with God as l ltimate Being.

H. II. PREECE.

MOSES AND HIS GOD
(Conclusion^

STRUCK by his observation that the Arabs in particu
larly solemn moments exclaim “  Yu-line ”  =  (> He! Dr. 
Abt came to the conclusion that the Hebrew Yahvse may 
be of Arabian origin as can be assumed by several 
Scriptural passages such as Ex. iv, 24-20 and xviii; 
1 Sam. xv, 0. Driver came almost to the same con
clusion and as Dr. Abt has given us to understand, his 
own opinion is shared by Prof. Albert Vincent of Paris 
University— a Black Friar— whose book “  La religion 
des .Judeo-Aram^ens d ’ Elephantine ”  (Paris, 1037), 'he 
was unable to obtain.

Most Semitic languages have the exclamatory syllable 
of “  ya ”  (for instance, Ya Ibrulnm = Oh Abraham!), only 
in Syrian and Aethiopian it is o'. Interjection such as: 
ha, ho, hei, all, oh, hello are common to all men as a 
xigrnil preceding address.

Semitic languages have a vocative case, so a combina
tion of these with a signal word is meant to be respectful. 
The second part of the God name, Uebr. hit', means 
“  He ” — in High Arabic Hu-uii (or shortened: hu-a). 
The meaning of Yahva-Ynhuii as “ Oh He or “  He- 
Iiimself ’ ’ is not so far-fetched as it may seem; the 
Scandinavian him xjolv — he himself (and similarly the 
Russian sum 3) denoted “  pater fain ilia# ”  or patriarch, 
i.e., owner of women, children, cattle and slaves, a 
Mighty-One or Lord (German “  Herr,”  lat. (h)erus, 
*esos from eses -  the lie  ; cf. the Tout, root AS or OS = 
God. Scmnsiologicnlly this cipinls “  Ba'l ”  — Owner 
(of sheep, family, etc.) or Demon, and Yahvii was the 
Ba'l, i.e., owner (and ilaimon) of Israel; a later tendency 
succeeded, however, in replacing the Owner-Demon (ba'l) 
by a Governor-Demon ('adon) or Kyrios. “  Adonai ”  is 
a camouflage panic for the ancient Yahvii who had a con
sort (cf. documents from the Jewish colony at Jeb- 
Flephantine, S. Egypt, 408-407 a.c.) of whom lie only 
was deprived by the reform of 'Ktfru-Ncxeiniu. Mrs. 
Yahvii’s name is given as 'Anath-Bethel (in one instance: 
'Anath-Yahu); with tli being the Semitic eliding for the 
feminine gender, 'anath is the feminine counterpart of 
'Anu (fr. Sumeric AN - Lord + N 1J = sky ; cf. the Egypt. 
Sky Goddess NUT),* the God of Accad. Hence she is 
the “  Queen of Heaven ”  (Jer. xliv, 17-25) or simply 
“  The Goddess.” “  Beithel ” or “  Bdth-el (-f-b'rith) is

House of the God ”  (of the 'Treaty)—probably not so 
much of a political confederation than of the Blood- 
Covenant through circumcision, since ltaitylo# means a 
sacred stele or priap (Hebrew: mazzeba).

* Noth__Recently Prof. ]<\ Hrozny, the Czechoslovak
Assyriologist, pointed out (Arehiv Orientalnf, 1942) that the 
people of Mitanni or Moitnn (which name, like Media, ho 
translates with “  Horde ” ) had a Sky God ya, Yai (with his 
consort Yayas) who like the. Indian Vislmu, takes three strides 
over tin1 sky (morning, noon and evening). The Southern 
splinters of the Maitani (cf. Gen. xv, 2) became semitized 
and so was the name of their God which was derived from the 
I ndp-Kurop. root Kl to step. Cultural iiiilueiices on Palestine 
and Arabia from Asia Minor cannot lie denied (haws, knowledge 
of certain metals, terrace cultivation, etc.).

° ne about 621S« tc\ViU,f ,),IOr to  severa! refonns (t^  
?tn,ni beine a, g.e? l,ine Yahvae o f  Moshe

^'hosen Peonie ”  ' o  leisic God ; nor was Isruvl 
(owner). jj,  PU i 0^ er tini,, the ponsession o f its bft-
" ,ade rejiresenf ,,0t. vener«*ed in the forni of li«»< ; 

I «»ntafaons but of naturai storie i.lols (P"11consiih’1'1'

thè Teuinle'Vt -------  — __ tutioi
served bv storie coiumns of which were decke«

12 Kings xxih ller0dulae =  Tempie slaves of e ith er j

iimue representations but of natural stone * e()IlSide'e 
stele), and Bethel, the House of Cairns, '')'*'>jtutwn 1 
a most holy shrine. There was Sacred A 1 ,l«cK‘

The

sex

»Song of Songs , was the R^uid
In fact, it was a n>er,'-s • p; 2 Kg-Paganisnm^ff o ° ve c>eremonies) 

xviii) and i iu l /i f8 ,ied.,C’°TPer Snake (Num. xxi, » , -  , 
S. Freud in ! “ age.s <the Calf”  of earlier days);comnnnnrr ,t, U f  “ Mos«h .111f] Monotheism.nflOMoses and M°n0 ' aitf

in the absolute
Freud, in comparing it (cf.

1939) with the ' Aton-cult —
centralistic Empire of Exnaton, was under an exc"-" j 
inipiession of nationalistic bias which is never c 11 , fl<| 
in addition, Freud meant to prove that Circuincis"'11 j||(, 
been introduced by Moses, and that subconsciously’ -ainst “ .lrrationulism of anti-Semitism is directed ag'
prerogative of circumcision. (George Maranz, , ”  j)jlS 
interesting book “  La malediction d ’Esdras

1H*

nlarged upon this idea in assessing circumcisi°u 5 
rick on the nnrt of flip Old M.-m in the R-firiiiTflflfi  ̂ '

ose1’
trick on the part of the Old Man in the Strug

However, that the rise of patriarchalic society dllj,t,1-isi' 
self-restriction in an ascetica! and even milita1.': .g ]1(>t 
upon subjects who had to obey rather than l°v^  flni- 
the full story. Circumcision—just only One ol

-liad been
through different “ reasons (such as m agic "
fold forms of traditional mutilation-

1,1“
ti«"bonds, fee for the admission to civic rights, etch 

least of all that of a distinctive murk, for, .„r
iieig"1exception of the Philisttieans, all folk in the nop .^1' 

IkxkI of the Jews (and the Egyptians in particular)  ̂¡,|
onecircumcised. Ritual acts only differ from profane - p 

that the latter are reasonable, useful and change 
ing to changed situations and techniques. Eeligi01"’ 
spring from practical actions, though, but he  ̂ ((l
fossilised and linger on as rituals, after having cc“~ 
he rational or sensible. People no longer see the rL| (]|, 
for such a traditional behaviour, but strictly keep 1 jj,l 
as a holy rule; so it is highly probable that Moses, 
not- know either of what use circumcision was. • 1(„ 
means of distinction it could only have been the cl" 
teristic of initiation. i

. i ’ ll Uiw1Similarly, until ipiite recently, tlie Jews s i"1 1:,| 
stone knives for circumcision ; 4,000 years after 1111 
blades had replaced the ones of flint and hone!

Needless to say that I do not agree with all Di'- 
views and particularly not with his historical coiicl"y g 
from Scriptural statements. If admittedly these t» 
intricate amalgam of fact and fiction, it is far s<>"n< j(>
discard them altogether for scientific purposes 
indulge in any sort of conjectures about what par'' ‘ ||;,t 
have been factual. The question whether and to " 
extent the characters of Moses, Jesus, etc., are |>r‘ ‘!j'-|ry 
tat ion s of real personages is, I should say, of secon 
inportunce and serves no purpose since the Biblical 
tellers were not concerned with historical truth ; * p 
characters had to fit a certain legendary pattern and 1 ,
only in this intentional form we have come to know “ u

\oe*However, to a certain extent the setting of fables 1 
give u clue to time and place, since as a matter of ° °11 (,f 
the story-teller-employs the local and habitual feature'’ 
a. surrounding familiar to him and his audience; iUl1 , ,i 
lliis respect it seems to me that Dr. Abt’s essay il( 1 1 
great deal to our knowledge. ^

’ PERCY G . R<D'
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l|(| | THE CHRISTIAN STATESMAN
K'u- 0')lls’ ^cording to Sir Stafford Cripps, a spiritual

vr greater than any material power, 
we can never utterly transform our lives

"ifii, earth

..1 the W uich v ; _______¡Sir u " ,’ °*e of our society, and that power is God.
(‘'«'yeran l d . ila.s 11 deservedly high reputation as a 
‘•'teroorV , Politician, and for sincerity. It is, therefore,
Sye to examine
ieyle\vi"'hether, in this realm,

some of his ideas on religion, to
V,'e\ver i • - ---» - ____ - he is to be regarded, as a

•"i.Hls 0j !?s re«ent]y described him, as one of the strong 
Miicjj j  | le twentieth century. Sir Stafford’s remarks 
"rtielg ™Ve Summarised in the first paragraph of this 

° ers an opportunity 'to alpply the probe of 
jj °  s°mething fundamental in his ideas.

■|r|iite|,jt.l!e hrst pliHce, what is the distinction between 
I Power and spiritual power? If material power 

!l. term for mechanical power, there is certainly 
Nvej,!111 S’. 111 the world other than that. There is mental
V uhhout that (he transport that has conveyed 
'''mill '* ord to Switzerland for necessary recuperation 
Pttvig n°l have operated. Hut then, given the mental

,lnd the material power, is anything else required? 
,'iriCei,.J)ef>ple will say there is required also courage and 
V s  Together these make saints and martyrs.

k <H"'uge come from God ?
'n  ̂g,L<|hl.y a gorilla and a panther fought for two hours 
¡1,,', j'ge. 1'heir persistence exemplified courage. Was 
1)0,1 ,? Sdt of God? Adrenalin was excreted into their 
<¡1)1,1 s ''duns. With the adrenalin they acted as they 

i^ft help acting. Is God a manufacturer of
V  ' ■ 'n ■ In other cases animals of the timid kind
 ̂ 1,1 ,'lcfence of their young, faced extreme danger.
I'hitiSV  ̂ 1Ilf>̂ er whether we call courage a mental or S i l  quality. The point is that it is an essential 
\  leu  ̂ hi the make-up of certain animals. Their

i ""'hi not have survived without it.jj.JUtvi n°p the same with man? How could he. have 
without the excretion of adrenalin into his veins'ii »10:"Wnts of danger to himself and his mates? How«Pm |

ip he have survived as a social animal, had he not 
Jt . dly sacrificed his individual life for his group?

k, Kt ls sometimes asserted that intellect induces a man 
hq'r 6 b'8 hfe at the expense of his group. There is no 
t, "'ation for the assertion that he generally does so. 
Iii). ‘ h'oin automatic response to danger, and in aid of
li^°nimunity, there is the intellectual perception that 

<l(;l ° ' misery may follow certain self-regarding actions
"iiental to society. Too much can be paid l'or life.

Ii0(. e"  there is. sincerity. Does God give that? Is it 
4(f) H’obable th at in an age of professed religion there 
iii. d be sbme who study the works of the reputed 
ls ' and, believing, zealously follow his teachings?

'"Wevcr, an action good because sincere? Was it 
''.||.|U , to gouge out lustful eyes, and to unman one- 

Then, do not Socialists believe in Socialism, and 
¡D .¡''Datives in Conservatism? What does God' explain

ill/*1"", says Sir Stafford, God is necessary, in order 
V 1 '.V to transform our lives and also the whole of our 

I There is, at bottom, only one transformation
¡i| "ie<l here; the other follows. Transform society, and
l, . . . individual lives are transformed. We need not 
lig h ten ed  at Sir Stafford’s “  utterly.”  It (is justing 
iii,r . Way. He wants to smack us hard, as we lie sleep
's.!'1 tbo sun but merely to wake us. He doesn’t want 
it. lll"ge our sex, or to rob us of art and literature. Ho 
til,.’ 8 "a to he Socialists, and provide equality of oppor-

%  for youth, jobs for those who can work, security
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for those who need it, preserve civil liberty, and end the 
privilege of the few.

Some Freethinkers will think these objects desirable, 
hut why must God he there before we can have them? 
Social history is one of continual struggle of groups for 
what they consider good. Sometimes the aim is the 
good only of. the particular group, but that group is 
always liable to the question of the other groups, “  What 
about us? ”  There, accordingly, inevitably arises a 
criterion of social value that comprises the welfare of the 
whole of society, and finally of all peoples.

Must) for example, we have a God, before we realise the 
evil of war? Realising that evil, do we not inevitably 
aim at the peaceable settlement of disputes, internal and 
external to our countries?

Sir Stafford supposes that religion is necessary to induce 
a man to surrender a privileged position. This supposi
tion is unnecessary, for a man will give up such a position 
if persuaded that his life will he better for the surrender. 
Socialist propagandists have usually proceeded on the 
basis that the society they envisage will be better for 
even the presently privileged.

It may he that some will never be convinced of this. 
In that case it still does not follow that they ought to be 
imbued with religion, in order to induce them to surrender 
their advantages. Religion is a body of doctrine con
cerning the nature of the world. It stands or falls 
according to its truth or falsehood. No lover of truth 
would seek to impose it on the grounds of its utility in 
advancing his political opinions. Sir Stafford, of course, 
does not attempt this. He believes in Christianity, but 
where docs lie provide us with any justification for bis 
belief? Can it be that he has never examined his 
assumption of the existence of God?

That the teaching of Christ is true in substance is, he 
writes, a statement that cannot be proved us we prove a 
scientific law, because we are incapable of observing the 
supernatural working of the divine mind. We must 
either accept or reject this fundamental hypothesis ns 
to the basis of our life on earth. Hut, says Sir Stafford, 
if Christ’s teaching is true, then we are in a world of 
God’s creation in which his purpose is being manifested 
and worked out.

I do not see how the statement that we are incapable 
of observing the supernatural working of the divine mind 
can be reconciled with the one that God’s purpose is 
being manifested and worked out. If a thing is manifest 
it is observed. If a purpose of Clod is observed, then the 
mind of God is observed.

We are therefore left with the statement that the truth 
of Christ’s teaching cannot he proved like a scientific 
law. Everything can, however, be evidenced in some 
way. Christ’s teaching; can he submitted to the test of 
reason in the same way as that of Confucius. But that 
test doesn’t suit Sir Stafford. He says that it is sufficient 
that a thing it-, Christ’s teaching; that is all.

If, then, Sir Stafford does not follow Christ because 
lie agrees with his teaching, why does he follow Christ? 
I do not. know, luit I am afraid that he will claim an 
inner light. That leaves others in the dark,

J. G. BUTTON.

A S K  Y O U R  L O C A L  L IB R A R Y  
T O  S H O W

T H E  F R E E T H I N K E R
Special rates on application
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ACID DROPS

More miracles for the faithful. Bishop Cliarue of 
Namur has just proclaimed two miraculous cures following 
the “  apparitions ”  of “  our Lady at Beauraing.”  Two 
very sick women made a pilgrimage to Beauraing and 
were immediately cured. So the Bishop has issued a 
decree, affirming without any doubt, that the Virgin had 
appeared to some children there in 1932-33 because “  her 
maternal heart ”  anxiously appeals for the conversion of 
sinners. The way Catholics can swallow this kind of 
bilge is really amazing.

The High Commissioner for India, Mr. Krishna Menon, 
reports India Nairn, took over on behalf of India, the 
British destroyer H.M.S. “  Rotherham,”  after Lady 
Willis had performed the renaming ceremony when the 
“  Rotherham ’ was named “  Rajput.”  The customary 
benediction was pronounced, ”  May God bless this ship 
and all who sail in her”  We are constrained to ask, did 
Lady Willis mean a white- British God, or did she hand 
over to a darker Indian God, and if so which one?

General McArthur, military boss in Japan, may be in 
the top rank as a military commander, he seems, how
ever, to be a little confused on other matters ; particularly 
religion. Ho wants hundreds of missionaries for Japan, 
for, he says, “  The Christian Church has never had such 
an opportunity, and Japan cannot have Democracy with
out Christianity.”  It is not recorded what the Japanese 
think of this nonsense, they could no doubt point to 
many examples of Christian “  Democracy ”  to-day, as 
well as to the occasion when Christian missionaries were 
expelled from Japan.' The General is not likely to worry 
over-much about the feelings of the Japanese. Mission
aries and Gunboats usually go well together.

Cassandra, of the Daily Mirror, whose pungent column 
is usually a pleasure to read, is really beginning to “  see 
the light.”  His description of the reverie into which he 
fell on beholding some of England’s fairest country is 
delightful, even his alliteration is perfect. He was, 
however, rudely disturbed whilst, ”  getting around to 
believing once more in the perfection of creation,”  by a 
flying plague of dandelion seeds ready to infest fields and 
gardens, which made him begin to doubt the perfection 
of the “ Creative Master Plan.”  “ Must there,”  ho 
says, “  be a deadly nightshade as well as the honey
suckle? Must love and lilac-time include leprosy and 
lockjaw? ”  We can only add, yes, and earthquakes in 
Ecuador also. This age-old question of a beneficent deity 
and evil can only be solved by ignoring the deity and his 
master plan. However, doubt is the beginning of wisdom, 
and Cassandra may yet get round to reading the Ayi> of 
Re,anon.

That eminent Christian, Lord lleith, in his “  Behind 
the Scenes ”  series in the Sunday Express, does not, 
we are pleased to note, deny that he always expected 
a new recruit to the B'.B.C. to declare his belief in 
Christ and Christianity —except for “  a staff conductor, 
a research engineer, or a variety producer.”  He evidently 
felt that music and Christ, or a 5-valve amplifier (if there 
are such) and Christ, or a red-nosed comedian fiddling 
with a “  dicky ”  and Christ, were rather incongruous.

But what an example of a public servant! It is heart 
breaking that one of the qualifications for a job at the

c u1 ar h r a lid ' of fT® .̂eei! a belief in Lord Keith's pa
Catholic fbrown^ w  UiUty’ with occasional 
a]so aPlJ rT Z , l  °  Sh°w Christian tolerance. Ami
f h e r  sacked or not“ “ ’ " " ,0ce!lt to a divorce **
JbB.C. and t)>, glVen a job. It is fortunate foi
its programme? gCnerai I)ul>hc that the greater paf . 

gi-n g  us T “ ?m 0n , ^

makesOur heavenly contemporary, The Universe, a jies 
big splash of the destruction of hundreds of c 1 (
that terrible earthquake at Ecuador. It eve,n on tl>e'r 
that poor mothers with terrified children fL‘ ^^ycleil 
knees “  asking for forgiveness ”  while otheis  ̂ ,i 
into churches—and God Almighty did not eu 
linger to save them. Even a statue of ”  ()l",[on, 
up in the Andes disappeared in the dest'111. |llIjtrht,v 
extraordinary mystery, 'if there is a God » 
h’ortunately for his reputation, there isn’t.

An East Dulwich Congregational pastor, P°iI'.rv. 
wanting to emulate the “  Red ”  Dean of Canterb11;, 
has joined the Communist Party. He claims that { 
ideals of Jesus Christ are enshrined in the idea1* .  
Communism—not the first Christian, either, n’ho 1 , 
made the same claim. We wonder what the \*ter0J[.
Belfort Bax— to say nothing of Karl Marx, both
\ meed Atheists, would have said about it? We " (>I ..¡|1 
also whether the Red Dean, who is a C h u r c h m a n -
bail bis Nonoomformist brother in Christ as “ Comraa 
We wonder.

,1 ciilS'"The erudite Church Times, in a burst of entm,bge|), 
over some discoveries in a cave near the Dead h 9l1 
claims that the Old Testament scrolls “  are olde1 ^  
the Massorotic text by over a thousand years• pc
arithmetic here seems rather wonky. The M'isB ^  
text is dated about 500-600 a.d. (no one knov'S^c(j 
certain); the new discoveries are provisionally 
200-100 n.c., so the “  thousand years ”  seem 
premature. The real problem will he to settle "  K jHr 
the scrolls and fragments are genuine, for quite a 1,11 jiy 
of most remarkable “  discoveries ”  were even ,t, 
shown to be forgeries. But, of course, Christian (lt 
so used to forgeries, like miracles, that an extra 0,11 
two never bothers them.

The inability of Christians to agree is an old 
Freethinkers and the latest sample should amuse rea 
The U.N.O. General Assembly includes so many 1" i tec 
sentatives of religion who found it impossible to 
on n common form of prayer to open the proceeding5 
the Chairman, Mr. Trygve Lie, approved the ret'om) 
dation that the session bo opened and closed with a 1,11,1 |(, 
of silence for prayer. It appears to us that God oug'^.,1 
be warned in advance so that He will be on hand "  
this mass of silent prayer goes up. Or perliaps a c° 
of the l ’ iddington technique would be useful.

T H I N G S  W E  W O U L D  L I K E  TO K N O W
,e a''Does Bord Raglan, who told the R..P.A. confo re uctV|lf 

Oxford that the principal hindrance to Popery ,s jj,,- 
Church of England, think so little of the work 
R.P.A. and of the N.S.S. ?

Ts God or M little David ”  (who was in heaven 1,1 
age of nine) to be blamed for the lack- of cures?
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E.ClMt > *°w — Thanks. You have put the mentality ol
Us n,,lIauIls who believe the sort of literature you have s 

lc'h too high; the mental age would be about ten.
sent

filed,','0c’K— The religious effusion you have sent us will be 
T. |j Ullder “  comics.”
k II• Hoi,gate.—-Thank« for cuttings,

bis (|Mle Freethinker.” —A. Beale, Ils. (id., R. Cronin,
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m o E?  (U.S.A.), Tnp, Freethinker (U.S.A.), Tun Libf.iial 
K '5' ,7> The Voicb o f  Freedom (U.S.A., German and 
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( » ' i°N4tiST, The R ationalist (Australia), Der Freidenkeii 
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SUGAR PLUMS
. luteniationul Freetliought Congress

Us«s to be
in Rome

______widely representative of the world
'einGut. Relegates from different countries will 

„v¡c«ntvate in Rome for tlie reception on Friday 
lf( "iig, September 9, and three business sessions daily 
^ ‘ Saturday till Monday will be held. The National 
((, Ui ur Society, the Rationalist Press Association Ltd., 
"i|| ” ouhh Place Ethical Society, and the Ethical Union 

bp officially represented at the Congress, and InMil
l)|( "ion a contingent of visitors from this country will

latent. It will be the 29th International Congress 
be held at the invitation of the Italian National 

*1,, “  Giordano 'Bruno.”  The Congress should
pen a lly  help in the re-organisation of the continental 
tli '"bought societies. Mr. R. 11, Rosetti will represent
lle K .S.S.

ton V6ry men‘ber of the N.S.S. should have received a 
(i .V of the Annual Report for 11)49, and a copy of the 
Inherence Report at Nottingham. Branch members 
s;0||bl have had their copies from their Branch 
jjfcl-etury and members of the Parent Society from 
(|<iulquarters. Any member who has not received a 
I b,y of each, can obtain them from 41, Gray's Inn Road, 
J'Mdon, W .C.l.

h is
ate

not often that Christians cun be persuaded to 
publicly, but our Kingston speaker, Mr.' J.

'•’leer, has managed to arrange to meet p representative 
tlie Four Square Gospel in Castle Street, Kingston, 

(i| 7-30 to-day (September 4). The subject, ‘ ‘ Is 
.^"’•stianit-y Practical?”  is of topical interest, and will 

Mr. Barker full scope for his undoubted ability, 
j 'b members and friends note the date and turn up 
1 b>ree. We are certain lltey will not be disappointed.

;i:>r>

PSYCHO - ANALYSIS CRITICISED
MR. FRANK KENYON, whose new book, Psycho- 
Analysis Criticised: A Modern Delusion (Pioneer Press), 
has just been published, has already made his mark 
with The Myth oj the Mind (Thinker’& Library) and the 
later book is the complement of the earlier one.

The problem of “  mind ”  and “  matter ”  goes back 
to tlie early Greeks, but Berkeley brought it to a head) 
in the eighteenth century when he denied the existence 
of a “  substratum ”  called matter and affirmed that 
we know nothing but mind. Berkeley was a master 
disputant, and Hume, in taking his argument to its 
logical conclusion, while admitting Berkeley, was “  un
answerable,”  claimed he carried no conviction. More
over what did Berkeley mean by “  mind ” ? When he 
(Hume) examined himself he discovered no entity called 
“  mind ”  but merely a bundle of sensations. * (1 am 
writing away from my books but hope that 1 have put 
the case correctly.)

Since these giants wrote» the battle has waged furiously 
between the “  Idealists ”  and the “ Materialists ”  and 
it is still being fought. It has become more and more 
wordy and the Idealists have had a high old time in 
concocting metaphysical verbiage with astonishing 
ingenuity and, in the main, literally no meaning.

In hk Myth of the Mind, Mr. Kenyon subjects the| 
problem to a drastic analysis, and comes to the same 
conclusion as Hume. There is no entity called “  mind.”

rUie only legitimate use of the word ‘ mind,’ ”  lie 
claims, “  is to signify a function of the organism ” — nnd 
'it is with this definition as a basis that he attacks Psycho- 
Analysis.

In the years after the First World War, it was my 
privilege to hear the most distinguished Psycho-Analysts 
in the country expounding their views in—very free— 
detail.

Although it was always claimed that Freud, when lie 
used “  sex,”  meant something far broader tihan the 
average man-in-the-street, I can only say that all the 
psycho-analysts I heard always meant exactly what we 
all mean by the word; and when, later, 1 read Frejud 
for myself, it seemed to me he meant exactly the same. 
I must confess that I was duly impressed by the 
formidable authority of these male and female psycholo
gists, who laid down the law with the assurance of a 
quorum of cardinals deciding for ever what God or 
Jesus meant. It was only when 1 began to ask incon
venient questions that 1 discovered “ evidence,”  real 
evidence that is. was not necessary for a psycho-analyst. 
If Freud or Jones said it in a hook, that should be 
accepted without question.

I once asked whether it was true that most of Freud’s 
deductions were based on Austrian sexual degenerates, 
and it was amusing to see the shocked silencei of the 
believers. 1 had blasphemed against the Holy Freud.

It is not surprising to find Mr. Kenyon, having dis
covered that “  mind ”  was a myth should turn his 
attention to psycho-analysis, based as it js almost 
entirely on the repressions, the inhibitions, the vagaries 
of (his “  mind.” There is a chapter in his earlier hook 
on the question, but jn Psycho-Analysis Criticised lie has 
subjected all or nearly all the confident claims of psycho
analysts to a severe and drastic criticism.

All who have read works on psycho-analysis, or have 
heard lectures, will know the peculiar terms used for, 
like theology, it 1ms a singular jargon of its own. There 
are the Oedipus and Electra complexes based on the 
two classical myths, when according to Freud, strong 
sexual instincts stir our infants to indignation and
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jealousy. There is the “  castration ’ ’ complex based on 
the surprise children have when they note their sexual 
differences. And when these and other complexes are 
"  repressed,”  consciously or unconsciously, there is later, 
according to our psycho-analysts, the very devil to pay. 
For repressions have to come out, and jt is astonishing 
what they will make one do— until liberated by a psycho
analyst. If you spell an easy word wrongly, make a 
slip of the tongue or pen, miss a step going downstairs, 
and lots of similar things, you should be immediately 
psycho-analysed and release the devil. Mr. Kenyon 
examines these claims soberly and carefully and makes 
mincemeat of them.

He does the same for dreams which form so large a 
part of tlie technique of psycho-analysis. The way 
Freud and his followers interpreted dreams—making my 
old “  dream hooks”  look silly— used to astonish me. Here 
again, Mr. Kenyon should be carefully read, for *dep 
by step In' subjects Freud to a devastating analysis. 
Most, dreams are just nonsense and can he brought on 
jn various ways; an indigestible lobster salad taken jut-d 
before going to bed is one excellent method. But for 
psycho-analysts they have deep sexual significance which 
should he given the full light of day. If not, we are; 
bound to suffer, become unhappy, and may even he 
compelled to take up crime as nil outlet.

Mr. Kenyon shirks nothing, and with ample quotation 
deals forcefully with Condensation, Dramatisation, 
Heco'ndary elaboration, in dreams, and the way psycho
analysts provide for every contingency. It is almost 
always with them, heads 1 win—tails you lose. If you 
correctly describe a dream or even make one up, it’s all 
the same to them. The fact that you had to make one 
up proves you should be psycho-analysed.

Moreover, the psycho-analyst has given an air of the 
strictest scientific accuracy to his “  science ”  by using 
such words at Libido, Id, Censor, Introvert, Extrovert, 
and so on. It requires a deal of courage to stand up to 
n psycho-analyst in the face of such a stream of words— 
which, if properly examined, are seen to be nothing bub 
hopeless jargon.

Mr. Kenyon writes from the point of view of the 
scientific Materialist and has no hesitation in agreeing 
with La Mottrie that Man is a Machine. To understand 
his point of view readers are specially requested to study 
the chapter on “  The Mechanism of the Mind.”  Here 
the question of the problem of the passage from the 
physics of the brain to the facts of consciousness is 
settled by showing there ,is apparently no such problem. 
He gives a purely physiological explanation of cures in 
his chapter on ‘ ‘Psycho-Analysis and Disease”  and deals 
in fine detail with many knotty points in ”  Psycho- 
Analysis and Morality,”  putting forward original views.

Psycho-Analyis: .1 ATodcrn Delusion is, jn my opinion, 
a very able work and ih will appeal particularly to those 
Freethinkers who oppose the idea that they must have 
some sort, of religion, say Buddhism, Spiritualism, or 
Psycho-analysis. I most cordially recommend Mr. 
Kenyon’s work to all who can appreciate sound scientific, 
and above all, Materialistic argument.

H. CUTNEB,

Modern Materialism is the assumption tlmt nieclamistic 
science can in principle achieve a complete and satisfactory 
account of the world and of man, liis nature, origin amt 
destiny. The assumption is widely accepted both by men of 
science and by «Jiilosophcrs; and tin1 question whether it is 
well founded Is the most important and burning,' question that 
confronts the mind of man at the present time.—Prof. \Y. 
M c D otjGAIJj.

Septem ber^

OPEN LETTER TO MR. W . H. woo»
thatt-M! Mn. Wood,—Contrary to your contention 

'■'•ve misread or misunderstood your statements, d lb ■
"  111 lave misread or misunderstood mine. ,,

Ann state that to say “  Life is a function of 111,111 ...^ 
P- place man prior to life, llubbish I You then ^ 
lift man is a function of life.”  Again rubbi*11 • ' 

man and life are as inseparable, as water and 've 1 , | 
it is unintelligible gibberish to argue which PreCtjm,< 
"  nch. Hearing is a function of the ear; hut t>cC<n q0 
°  A°>u argument the ear is a function of hearing, .. j, 

you mean to imply there is a Principle of Hearing . 
exists in its own right prior to ears having evolved • . 1 ■. 
s atement that man results from life-force in actl° , 
a« unintelligible as the statement would be that ear* ■ 
tfio result of the Principle of Hearing in action.

You suggest that the difference between organic |" ,«l 
"•game matter is that ( lie former is animated by son11' '  ̂
'"rce or energy while the latter is not. This is “bo11' ‘ 
enlightening as saying that the difference between w, 
and ice is that the former is endowed with Aquosity " 
i m latter is not. Half a century ago Buchner sugg1̂  ■. 
that the distinction between the organic and the inorg" , 
consists merely in the kind, direction and intepsity . 
tlieir motion. And speaking of a “  life-force ”  he 

to-day this, asylum ignorantia; is wholly abandon«-’*■ 
lo-day, in 1945), the experts are reminding those bein' 
t ie tunes that ”  Vitalism has virtually disappeared. red fr°n'
science. As the biochemists tell us, “  Life is only

a n o 'of the innumerable properties of carbon-compounds.
Again, Mr. Wood, you completely misunderstan^ 

jioint about a “  heat-force ”  or a “  life-force ”  f.-oili 
that it is unintelligible to talk of these forces apn1̂  ,ja 
things that are hot or alive. When you ask. ' ' , j in 
there be any heat but for the force or energy invol'Wj.), 
combustion and radiation?”  you agree in effect 
my statement (though you say you don’t!) that 
would not he any heat apart from things that arL'j )0vc 
What do tlic words “  force or energy ”  in the a f il, 
question mean except ‘ ‘ motion” ? And how on cat' ^ ^ 
you have motion apart from things that move ? I 1'1 ,eeli 
the meaninglessness of your question may ?e. . upt 
by paraphrasing it thus : ”  Would there be any sigh1; 
for the Seeing Capacity involved in the workings <> ^ri, 
lens, cornea, and so forth? ”  Personally I can no | 
picture a ”  force ”  apart from things themselves t-h* 
can ”  sight ”  apart from things called eyes,, Incident' 
the term you use—“  a force giv ing life ” — is as empk ,j 
sense as the phrase— ”  aquosity giving wetness ” • .¡lVi 
you contend that there is a force of gravitation 
things the tendency'to fall, or would you not thifl'  ̂
simpler to say there is, not a thing called the h'°L'c‘ j| ? 
Gravitation and gravitation, but merely things that '■ 

You ask, “  What makes a living thing a dead th'"r> 
it is nob the withdrawal, absence, or ending of s° , .v 
animating force.? ”  Well, what makes a wet thing 11 Jf 
thing if it is not the withdrawal, absence, or ending 
some Aquositating Force? (This would probably nee. ’ ) 
Aquositator at the hack of things to do the aquos.itat"1'^ 
If you can answer mine, 1 Can answer yours! You 
puzzled as to how matter ever came to he anin,il _ 
without postulating Vitalism. I am equally puzzle 
to how Vitalism explains; for, did the waves of the 0< l 'ui 
come to he animated by the insertion, presence, ll 
continuance: in them of some Aquos,dating Force? |( 

A word on the Purpose of Life. You ask why 
developed from the original slime if there is no pu,'F<> 
in so doing? Well, why do twice two make four if  ̂ 'V 
had no purpose in so making? Why did deadly g*’’ 1
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*>UfPose°- *n êst m,'n with fatal diseases if they had no
lieally, Mr. Wood, this, sort of"wment ic A » * *wMf**j » —

;,J?°poinf, I a two-edged weapon. After all, Haeckel long
'Miah.. ,, out that there is a great deal in nature^ h l d e x  i f  'J'-1 uuai> m ere  is a  greuu ucai m ......
-̂Vsteleoi „ i(*ea Purpose, and he proposed 

‘tifg] ’ °"y  to denote this fact. So you see . 
i’urpo'sga |Cjlse ° f Atheists “  ridiculing ”  the notion of 
:ii|d imbil : their using their thinking apparatuses

which 
the term 
it is not

off, )ing the many lessons on Dysteleology evolution

¡tour y iM-ry.’ ^fr,.Wood, but if you wish people to accept 
I'o j a Muhstie ideas, you must really establish a case.

,f!rs us. 
am

u do th; w j wl* --------------- v
ltn°unt f rneans the ability to discredit the enormous
ifiiy j , °t literature on the subject of the nature of life. 
'Vijs umbly suggest you start with showing up Prof.
'I'en . ’ i0110. °4: the highest American authorities who, 

ve<l if one should invoke a Vital Principle in his 
1V „  * *  conceptions described in his book, The 
V ” p  ihi.s/.s- of Ijife replied, “  No, a thousand times 
Miq j ‘ ' ‘'haps, also, you might have a go at Prof. Hogben 

#̂ .1 more scornful of Vitalism in his Nature of
,7 'Mattel

Yours sincerely,
RUBY TA’BOIS.

REPORT t o  h is  e x c e l l e n c y

i* t| n
previous despatch I reported upon the progress 

'! ' by the statesmen with the now fashionable policy 
'■ 'fcnting ever-diminishing units within the wider 
i|Hj 1 y  of tlu‘ “  United ”  Nations, in the somewhat 
,i "'stic attempt to bolster up that frail and tottering 
R a t io n .

'i(,t 'llJ| able to report a fresh development in the direc- 
"I ‘ sm nll.ii- w hi'ids w ith in  the birr w h e e l—-smallersmaller wheels within the big wheel—snn 

[ i|N|l||8'shop*s within the big talking shop. ’ Emm my 
1 I,* '"port Your Excellency will have learned of the latest 

Cĵ 8 the so-called “  Little Assembly,”  and of its Sub- 
hittee. It has since been my good fortune to be 

at the first meeting of an even smaller and more 
I'htifk 1)ody— the Diminutive Assembly— which claims 
+¡11 1 what authority I cannot say) to have been entrusted 
| >.1 the task of arriving expeditiously at decisions (which 
I y ' cannot do), and enforcing them without war (which 
'll,! , cannot do either). As Your Excellency would be 
i|l(i ' to point out, such a task is beyond the mandate and 
+ ( Strength of any so-called “  authority,”  unless it be 
lt b^'ernment responsible to an elected parliament and 
iii(j.lr(S the right to enforce its decisions directly upon 
\( b'dual citizens, no matter what their nationality.

C'tlieless, the futile deliberations of tbe Diminutive 
, M;inbly (the Dim. Ass. for short) may nevertheless 
fr,rVti as an instructive example when the time is ripe 
¡¡i, fhe extension of representative and responsible 
,pjrnmeiit across national frontiers.

1, l,! session opened on a note of informality from Mr. 
L- y U. Costeller, of Ruritania, who protested that 
l,Si '"n was plotting to prevent Ruritaniu from re-incor- 
¡i, ‘hiiig info her territory the splinter state of Topright- 
y "corneria. Mr. Costeller ruled out force as a means 
•li ¡'^testing further, because the Pope had spoken against

"se of force in this and in other matters. Mr. 
_l I'dler objected to outside interference in the affairs 

"»ritunia. Ruritania would govern herself her own 
¡ and would tolerate no attempts by anyone outside 
l(' oivn borders to influence her course of action. If 
It . Shthandcomeriu were restored to Ruritania, 

''dapia could stand against the world.

Mr. B. A. D. Ubbott, of Toprighthandcorneria, sug
gested that Mr. Costeller was out, of order, since UNO’s 
job, as Mr. Evatt had already pointed out, was not to 
make peace but to tell the nations how to keep it when 
they’d got it.

Count Bcllagrandi Fiasco agreed, and called the first 
item on the Agenda : the maintenance of the Charter of 
Human Rights.

Mons. Protocol pointed out that, according to the 
Charter of Human Rights, every human being has the 
right to an International Organisation capable of uphold
ing and defending his rights. Doubts had arisen whether 
UNO was such an organisation. How, for instance, could 
UNO restore to an individual rights which had been 
denied to him by his national government? We should 
not get anywhere until UNO had its own police, like 
G-men or mounties, to supplement the separate state 
police.

Senator Dumbarton 11. Oaks pointed out that G-men 
and Canadian Mounties knew where they were because 
thpy had specific federal laws to enforce and uphold, 
whereas UNO police would be a band of poor bewildered 
stooges with no clear terms of reference, there being 
no international legislature to make the laws they were 
to enforce. They would never know where their next 
pay packet was coming from, or how soon it would be 
before yesterday’s orders were countermanded. If 
UNO’s treatment of the Palestine problem was any 
criterion, the UNO police would be just a batch of enlisted 
.Bernadettes, thrown to the .wolves of either side, and 
expected to carry out half-a-dozen conflicting and con
tradictory policies in as many months. “  Before you 
talk about law enforcement,”  he said, “  you have to have 
some law to enforce. An international government, must 
come before an international police- force could be 
established.”

Madam Dilys d ’Alliance disagreed with this view, con
tending that the public would lose faith with UNO unless 
we did something sensational in the way of creating a 
UNO police or Guard in nice uniforms. And anyway, 
the nations should be asked to promise to give every 
facility to the UNO guard in'the execution of its duties. 
The nations must sign away some portion of their 
sovereignty for the sake of world peace.

Air. Serge Pant/, considered that the nations could sign 
away their sovereignty until they were all blue in the 
face, hut so long as they retained it de facto we were 
making no progress whatsoever. In his view, sovereignty 
could be merged only by merging electorates, i.e., by 
creating a, common electorate for the election of a. com
mon legislature. The separate electorates could remain 
in being, for the election of national governments for 
purely national affairs.

Senor Postponi ridiculed this idea as utopian. Lake 
Success was rightly named, he averred. Diplomatic his
tory was a long record of failure, and lie was quite pre
pared to believe that UNO would succeed no better than 
the League of Nations. “  But if at first we don’t 
succeed,”  he said, “  we should try, try again.’ ’

Mr. Serge Pnntz agreed that the statesmen.should try 
again, but they ought to try something else next time, 
instead of a,league of sovereign states, hound together by 
paper promises. The meeting was dissolving into dis
order when Count Bellagrandi Fiasco announced the 
adjournment.

HAROLD S. BIDMEAD.

MATERIALISM RE8TATED. 4s. 6d. Five editions of this 
important work have beon printed and tho value of the 
book on this important subject is enhanced by its simplicity 
of style.
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CORRESPONDENCE

OMNIBUS REPLY TO MY CRITICS
Sat,—My recent article upon Freethouglit and Totalitarian

ism provoked, as it was intended to provoke, a spate of 
controversial letters advocating very various points of view. 
This is all to the good, for Freetliought never did anyone any 
harm, even professed “  Freethinkers.”  Here 1 note that 1 
am under cross-fire from three angles. Mr. Gallagher, M.P., 
wishes Freethinkers to attack Romo in alliance with what 
I termed the rival "  Church of Moscow.”  Mr. Nicholson 
wants ns to reverse this process and attack Moscow in alliance 
with the older Church of Rome. Mr. Cross agrees in substance 
with my article, but apparently considers it to be a matter 
of indifference to Freethinkers how long Freetholight is sub
merged by the Total State, since it is bound to conquer in 
the end. Unconquerable optimism!

In such a predicament, Mr. Editor, assailed by the partisans 
of alliance 'fc'ith both Romo and Moscow, I can only take 
refuge with the classic dictum of Aristotle: “  Truth lies in 
the middle.”

As far as Mr. Nicholson is concerned, his position is purely 
defeatist, as Mr. Erie Maples has correctly indicated: its 
origins are, presumably, social rather than intellectual. For 
Freethough’t to ally itself with Rome would merely be, under 
any circumstances, a peculiarly ignominious way of commit
ting suicide.

Are we supposed to make a beginning of this strange 
“  marriage of convenience ”  by inviting the Pope to accom
pany the forthcoming World Conference of Freethinkers in 
paying homage to Giordano Bruno whom his predecessor sent 
to the stake? For the rest, I have nothing to add to Mr. 
Maple’s admirable letter.

Re Mr. Peter Cross, my only criticism of his criticism is 
that his optimism is incredible. Does it really make no differ
ence whether Freethought is victorious now or is submerged 
by victorious Totalitarianism for a millennium? 'Phis seems 
to Ire a rather literal interpretation of “  all’s well that ends 
w ell” ! After all, we are most of us not spiritualists, and 
we have only one life. I suggest that it was rather poor 
consolation to the medieval Freethinkers who died at the 
stake to know that, centuries after their death, Freethought 
would finally triumph over their persecutors. I suggest to 
Mr. ( boss that “  time is of the essence of the contract ”  and 
that tlie time to light the ”  total ”  plague is man. I am, 
otherwise, in agreement with his thesis.

laist but not least, Mr. Gallagher, whose letter indicates 
that even tho House of Commons is not entirely closed to 
Freethought and “  The Freethinker.”  I w ish to make it 
perfectly clear that, as always in this journal, my article had 
no reference to party polities as such, which is not the 
business of “  The Freethinker.”  I was there concerned solely 
with tho philosophical question of the relationship of the 
Freethought Movement with the Totalitarian State, whether 
“  Left ”  or “  Right,” 1 Communist or Fascist; a vital question 
in our contemporary world which, in my submission, urgently 
calls for an answer. As far as my personal opinions are con
cerned, I take it that 1 am sufficiently well-known in the 
International Socialist Movement through my written work 
on social questions and through my past membership of the 
National Council of the l.L.P. and the “  International 
Socialist Committee for European Unity,”  not to ho accused 
bv Mr. Gallagher of sympathy with political or economic 
reaction. Though1, to he sure, the present sectarian policy 
of the Communist Party appears to regard all socialists who 
do not conform with the ever-changing “  Party Line ”  as 
“  social-Faseists ”  or some other similar not-so-red herrings.

However, to turn to tho matter in dispute. Freethought 
versus the “  'Total State ”  : I find the bulk of Mr. Gallagher’s 
effusion quite irrelevant to the matter-in-hand. Mr. Gallagher 
appeals to the orthodox Marxist-Leninist theory of “  the 
withering away of the State.”  So what? No-one can possibly 
argue that this purely hypothetical speculation has happened 
yet; anyone who acted upon such an assumption in Stalin’s 
Russia or Tito’s Yugoslavia would himself quickly ‘ ‘ wither 
away ” 1 I may relevantly add that personally I shall believe 
in the “  w ithering away ”  process when I see it, and not 
before. The more so in the ease of a modern Communist 
State where all opposition is illegal. “  Power corrupts and 
absolute power corrupts absolutely.”  Tiro world has yet to see 
n ruling class or State apparatus hand over power volun
tarily, and as an old-fashioned Freethinker who does not 
believe in miracles, theological or political, I do not believe 
that the most autocratic of all recorded States, as the Com
munist State is, will prove any exception.

Mr. Gallagher says that the Communists will suppress 
Fascism. No doubt! and also, Socialism, Anarchism, and
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Freethought, in short, anything which does n°^l0 good “ 
party-line, hook and sinker. Actually, on..... „ than ....

. the

ecclesiastical principle that ‘ ‘ the heretic is ( ..¡elit 
infidel,”  it is the " l e f t ”  rather than the j  ther® u. 
of Communism who usually go _ to ^gaol “ ,ln®Asts i n m ite

critics 
»re

thus more socialists than "  Tories Fascists >n. gtaF
'"hen t 't Coln- 

dth t>iie untilnistic gaols. Verb Sap to Freethinkers I 4V i 
has ‘ ‘ withered aw ay”  as predicted, along . (IO, . 
muiiist Party, then Gallagher and Oo. can J01 n' ad' ” ' 1, 
which, 1 fear, distant day, Freethinkers will be , .  plug111 
to steer clear of both Totalitarian camps, and say,> etc.,
(Ill both Vllllr h o u se s  ”  til l i m n »  niwl Moscow*. YO g — r  , v .

F. a . Ripl/Bl-

THE ELECTRONIC BRAIN dopted
Sin,—I cannot understand the very violent attitn, ‘ q/d/iU1 

by your correspondent, Mr. Oarruthers, in the /  uf po» 
of August 7, with reference to the letter to T h e l ' p <eiectron'c 
Trethowen m connection with the subject of tho 
brain.”  rrretl>°"e"

It seems to me that some of the things w hich Doni , ed 
said are quite plausible. His letter to The Tina's is■ tli#”
tho lact that the inventor of the apparatus has sugg * ^  #iiu 
there is a possibility of its being ablo to think fo>‘ 1 , ,uak*’
1 notice that Mr. Carruthers does not deny that he ‘  ̂ ^  s1 
such a suggestion. Why, therefore, should any o '-  tl“; 
violently criticised for tentatively giving some weifí ,,¡iniitw 
suggestion of such an authority, even though it may w#*
be proved that there could not be the possibility "  
suggested? . lv fr»1“

As a matter of fact and looking at the question entu *rd F 
the. point of view of a materialist, why is it .so i' . .vliif|1, 
visualizo tho possibility of inventing an electronic bra .tut*, 
can think for itself? Tho world is full of sentient 1 ,0]vt'd
who according to tho doctrine of materialism wore 
from some absolutely lifeless matter, because at 0l* c]e n> 
this earth was a mass of burning gas quite incai1* 
supporting life as we know it. s fro111

It may havo taken more than a thousand million y*‘‘ ,() tin1! 
the time when the earth,had sufficiently cooled down h in 
life became possible on it before the predece^s j||f 
those beings first began to appear on the scene, b 
materialist says that' at one time during tho reiiw jjrl’,,u'li 
some absolutely lifeless matter became, entirely ,, 
natural causes, imbued with life. That was a very !(>1 y. ,iiid 
ago, but if life can arise as the result iif the fortuito 
blind working of the forces of nature during a W b ĵ .iid;
period of time, why is it absurd to imagine life- flll id>ugenerated ns tho result of a few years of tho caiei ¡0uj 
sustained design of a scientific mind aided by that niyst 
thing which wo call electricity. •irud1!-

If ever one of these things could think for itself, the ,1” , ,il
might be very startling. If in addition to the q" 
cerebration there were ac ’  
tivo dexterity, it would 
foresee some very dangerous

ality»HIS1 11 HI IVUUIIJIWII HI UUO 't— ¡Dill'1*
re added those of mobility and mi'1!1' t;:' 
muid require very little imaginati*’ u,,'

No doubtpossibilities.
cerebrating, mobile and manipulatory thing would b? 
trolled by tho fact that it was entirely dependent ”  ^t.|•’ 
activities on its source of electricity, but if that control^ 
to break down, even though it would only be for a tun* 
thing for the time being might well prove to be ^ 
unpleasant for anyone who happened to cross its I’1* . 
Yours, etc., .1. H. G. Bi"*1'1''

GENIUS AND SHAKESPEARE
Slit,— I should invite and deserve humiliation if 1 were 

advised as to challenge one so scholarly as Mr. W. Kent'.^yt' 
perhaps it is permissible to comment that whenever * , I
been able to read what he has to say against Shakespe1' 1 .[1}j 
havo always felt his case is vitiated by the fact of ass'"1 
that Shakespeare was nothing more than an ordinary 1 |j,|i 
And then demonstrating that such a man could not P°sA(,nt 
have produced works of such transcendent merit. M' 
surely quite ignores the possibility of genius. My siiliin1 
is that until or unless beyond all possibility of doubt 
prove Shakespeare could not have had genius then tho vC 
must be “  not proven.”  Little definite is know n about 
it appears in tho most capricious ways in the most iH'l1 Ae 
places and ancestry. It is somotbing quite apart from 
man and his character; it is capable of the most iiicrc".^ 
achievements in every form of activity. It has an at"ll'Av 
ability to assimilate knowledge, of spiritual insight, of 
capacity. What would one not give to see the late *p,r 
G. W. Foote matched against Mr. Kent, whose admiration 
Shakespeare was this side nduhitry.- Yours, etc.

M. BahnaHp'



THE FREETHINKER 359“epfemb,

V8ovi
WORLD CITIZENSHIP

u  , -moves towalds "oriuwwdJ a  Ulterest in getting practical reply toj^nment 011 free-democratic lines stimulates »
, . L- C- Jenkins who writes in the current issue „
Hosav̂  “  wr 1 , / ,  4. is not in itself sumcieniand ’ ' Vt>rld Government . • . IS n m be to arrange for 

“tC iS 011 suggest how necessaiy it ,iom0cratically con- tr0n® ,0̂ nmon ownership of all resource
ljy the rank and file.” . . . . wiU
I suggest that if Mr. Jenkins is suggesting ■ Socialist

er 4, 1949 ------------------

ij’.'T «OpdoS ^ ““ UiIUC' lr -Ur. d ennuis is ..----
„> ( if  [ 1 a movement for World Government on Si
„''«til ,)hr" ay use the word “  Socialist ”  as shorthand for his 
> * * » , ? * )  16 *'s guilty of splitting the movement for world 
a "" gettin <1Ulte foolishly. Surely it is better to concentrate 
¡i1"' leave *p a 'vorld government of a free-democratio form 
"'P, eto. "ue secondary question of private or public owner- 
Jffer [ °  t l0 nhance of the vote of the people.

.We consider the huge number of people who 
P'̂ ded ailrIllst-minded and imperialist-minded and racialist- 
j tin-rai,. 1 pd'gious-totalitarian-minded and political-totali- 
. ’uiiit] f,.,. 't is fairly obvious that those who have developed 
'""ther "°rh l government with freedom must try to stick

S ’ i w 0Ur?6> we must try to he practical. I ’m afraid that 
iNtin,,' ls. >'i calling himself a world citizen without first 
i1« horso, ¡̂i?r d state, is guilty of putting the cart before 
> in e Nation states are not to be abolished by people 
.H i! T. Passports and calling themselves citizens of the 
titled b v 01' all the nations have police and so on who are 
if0 handlo people who do illegal things of this sort.

S  0au'° fu s ib le  thing is to change tile basis of legality and 
. , ' v' u© done by direct political action by means of a 

¡¡l̂ °naliRt 'Ca organisation which will go to work against the 
v only . ilnd imperialist parties in all countries. This is 

Hivin " f /  f °  let the common people have the opportunity 
iWd fheir official political votes to tho realisation of 
pkl j|j muniont. There is, of course, no organisation of this 
j*"aUSo ,?U'foneo, and it is going to be difficult to get it going 
Jd uo Press is so overwhelmingly in favour1 ¡. til? Press is so overwhelmingly in favour of nationalism 
.y „ffnaiism . This is true of the Labour as well as the 

ulf con{- Liberal Press, and 1 think it likely that they 
j !lu® 1° soft-pedal the issue of creating a single world 

N Unf j fy  in place of the existing separate national sovereign- 
1 tjrjj1 Public opinion has been organised to force them to

i Ôr?W >. start I would like to see a World Parliament Party 
which will go forward at tho next General 

j ii,.,’11 J° challenge the national parties on their conception 
K ^ e c t  foreign policy for democrats. What we need is not 
! lliiv.i.-,l0ual co-operation sucli as is offered by Truman, Bevin, 

etc., but tile coalescence of the separate sovereign-fcll
&

Under a common sovereignty so that eventually the whole 
lhJ  JfiH be brought under a single central government with 
. 'UtlOll .«»lln «. -ll nrroy +V.O ™-»-Ll Olll’‘v,.s ■.“ on to subordinate. section» all ove,

'■'‘Pend upon success in this quest.—Yours, etc.,
E. G. M acF art.ank

..Si, WHAT IS AN ATHEIST?
uf —I venture to reply to the article under above heading 
W f y  29, Mr. Wood writes: “ To my mind the greatest 
V P-V all ¡s Death,”  and further “  does he (the Atheist) 
I.. 1'mi scientific inquiry into the unsolved mystery of death,”  
Wy» , hen existence ceases death ensues as a result of purely 
life "I causes. People die when they reach the stage when 
'V,.t *.* no longer possible. What then is the mystery? 
S^fmly the atheist does not condemn scientific inquiry eon- 
kj'"K any phenomena which appears to he necessary or 
■Mi- uLie, indeed lie welcomes investigation, but I assume that 
L:, "  ood lias had no more success than many others who 
' 6 • ' ”  "  ’ ' nd the

ause T
I ".Ĵ - ll^liu U.. U11UIH 1 1 CC1J U1IU iUUlVIUU(UI,y, ci(). He
uuve the riglit, but has he, Or anyone else, the ability to 

,ii(.|si” an opinion? As I see it, one’s opinions are formed by 
Jli(, "Ustance, environment, experience and other causes,'and 
V ^Pinions we hold are such as they are because they cannot 

uerwise. Thinking and reasoning forces us to certain 
V (,Nhrns. I join with Mr. Turney in admiring Mr. Wood’ s 
% s, °Ut and witty articles, and hope sincerely that he may 
hcaveij f rom the spiritual Nirvana which Mr. Turney fears. 
Hi, "aoiild do our utmost to prevent this dire catastrophe, 
tli;t would lie great rejoicing at the return to the Freo-
■» ' il|ig fold of the lost sheep which has gone astrav. Death 

S" permanent.—Y(

l»w, delved into the so-called mystery of death, and 
V » l i t y  of an after-life. Ho writes also : “  Becau
ha,."*.6 the right to think freely and individually,”  eto.(I d hiivT/v i.1......: -1.4. l. —x l....  I.--' -------- 1 xi- 1

fours, etc.,
C. J. Tacohi.

THE LIFE FORCE
Sin,—I have followed with interest the discussion in “  The 

Freethinker ”  on the above subject. It seems to me that 
Mr. Wood is getting “  all hot and bothered ”  about nothing. 
He is apparently trying to track down a particular little 
“  ¡jacket ”  o f life which has been shut up in a particular 
body, and on the death o f that body has escaped and gone 
off to some mysterious destination. But life remains where it 
has always been—in the surrounding air. When the organs 
of a body are functioning normally, the body can inhalo tho 
air and utilize it in order to live ; when for any reason the 
body ceases to be able to use tho air in this way, it dies; 
and that’ s that. The life is still where it was, all round the 
body, but the body cannot use it.

Surely the whole idea of trying to revive a drowned person 
by means of artificial respiration is to get the body functioning 
normally again so that it can again use the air.

Mr. Wood is right, though, in saying that man should keep 
an open mind and investigate everything—even the possibility 
of there being another sort of life; but as the whole universe, 
including himself, is continually evolving, man will never 
be able quite to catch up.—Yours, etc.

(Miss) H elen T ytle r .

Sir,—I cannot accept Mr. Wood’s statement that I placed 
man prior to life when I said that life was a function of man.

If lie will refer to my article ( “  Freethinker,”  June 5, 
1949) he will find my statement “  Life is a function of organic 
matter.”

The reference in the same paragraph to life as a function 
of man, and that in the subsequent paragraph, are subsidiary, 
and refer only to human life. That they are so intended is, 
I think, plain from my remarks on the theory of life’s 
emergence at a certain stage of the cooling of the earth.— 
Yours, etc.,

J. G. Lupton.

LECTURE NOTICES, ETC.
Ootooor

Bradford Branch N.S.8. (Car Park, Broadway).—Sunday, 
6-30 p.m .: Mr. H. Day.

Burnley (Market).—Sunday, 7 p .m . : Mr. J . Clayton .
Crawshawbooth.—Friday, September 2, 7-30 p .m .: Mr. J. 

Clayton .
Great Hanvood.—Saturday, September 3, 6 p .m .: Mr. J. 

C l a y t o n .
Kingston Branch N.S.S. (Castle Street).—Sunday, 7-30 p.m.: 

Debate: “ Is Christianity Practical” ? Pro. A Representa
tive of Four Square Gospel. Contra. Mr. J. Barker (N.S.S.). 

Manchester Branch N.S.S. (Platt Fields).—Sunday, 3 p.in. : 
Messrs. K ay , S m ith  and B illin g . (Alexandra Park Gates).— 
Wednesday, Messrs. K a y , Sm ith  and B illin g .

Merseyside Branch N.S.S. (Ranelagli Street, bombed site, 
Liverpool).-—Sunday, 7-30 p.m .: Mr. IV. P a r r y .

North London Branch N.S.S. (White Stone Pond, Hampstead 
Heath).— 12 noon : Mr. F. A. R idley. (Highbury Corner). 
—7 p .m .: Mr. F. A. R idlhy.

Padiham.—Wednesday, September 7, 7-30 p .m .: Mr. J.
C layton .

Sheffield Branch N.S.S. (Barkers Pool).—Sunday, 7 p . m . : 
M r. A . Sa m m b .

South London Branch N.S.S. (Biockwell Park, Heme Hill)__
Sunday, 6-30 p .m . : Mr. L. E ihtry.

AVest London Branch N.S.S. (Marble Arch, Hyde Park)__
Sunday, 6  p .m . :  Messrs. E. B r y a n t , C. E . W o o d  and 
B. P ace .

O utdoor

Glasgow (Brunswick Street).—Sunday, 3 p.m. : Messrs. S. 
B ryd en , E. Law asi and J . H u m ph r e y .

SECOND-HAND BOOKS. Wants List AVelcomed. Michael 
Boyle, 30, Parliament Hill, N.AV.3.

GOD AND THE UNIVERSE. By Chapman Cohen. A 
Criticism of Professors Huxley, Eddington, Jeans and 
Einstein. Price, cloth 3s. 6d., postage 2d.; paper 2s., 
postage 2d.
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B Y  T H E  A U T H O R  OF “ THE  M Y T H  OF T HE  M I N D 5*

PSYCHO-ANALYSIS
A M O D E R N  D E L U S I O N

F r a n k  K e n y o n

A drastic and devastating analysis o f the claims 
of Psycho-Analysis. The author has taken special 
pains to deal with the metaphysical termi
nology employed by Freud and his followers

150 PAGES CLOTH BOUND 5 / -  (Postage 2|d)

F r o m  a l l  B o o k s e l l e r s  or d i r e c t  f r o m  the  P I O N E E R  P R E S S

Have You Got Your

NSS HANDBOOK
?

No Freethinker should be without it 
Packed with useful and vital information

Tithes, Secular Funerals, Withdrawal of Children 
from Religious Instruction in Schools, Constitution 

of the NSS, etc.
32 pages Post Free yd.

The Freethought Case simply and concisely put

P ro p a g a n d a  L eaflets
Ideal fo r distribution at meetings

Christian Ethics. Does Man Desire God ? Are Christians 
Inferior to Freethinkers ? The Beliefs of Unbelievers. What 
is Secularism ? Do you want the Truth ! Sunday Cinemas.

4-page folders I/- per 100 from the 
Gen. Sec. N.S.S. 41, Grays Inn Road.

Back numbers of the FREETHINKER can also be had for distribution

THE EVOLUTION 
OF THE PAPACY

by F. A . R ID LEY

\
Author of Julian the Apostate, The Jesuits, etc-

A clear exposition of the origins of Roman Catholicism 
a world power and the part it has played in world history

Postage

THE BIBLE HANDBOOK
By G. W . FOOTE and W . P. BALL r,

Specially compiled for easy reference. For Freethin^ 
and inquiring Christians

<)th edition. 2nd printing. 176 pages.
Price 3s., Cloth only. Postage z\d.

Printed and l“ubllshed by the Pioneer Press (O. W. Foot» and Company Limited), 41, Gray’s Inn Road, London, W.C. 1.


