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^eace and Goodwill

■N the evening of Christinas Day, that ancient pagan 
estival now transformed from the birth of the Sun God 

the birth of the Son of God, the B.B.C. took up its 
 ̂happointed task of falsifying history in the interests 

? religion; a role which has become traditional since its 
“tception by that grim old Puritan, Lord Iteitli.

Jvver since that now far-off day on 25tli December, 
274, when the pagan Emperor of Home, Aurelian, 
proclaimed that day as the least of the birth of 

ithra, “ the unconquered sun (Sol Invictus),”  Christmas 
, er successive religious dispensations has been 

^Hsibly a religious holiday upon which vast numbers 
towls, turkeys and other birds worthy, no doubt, of a 

JfHfcr fate, have been consumed with gusto in honour 
0 Hie Incarnation of the Son of God.

However, to-day, now that both the Incarnation and 
le Son of God are being called into question as regards 
le*r historical existence, it becomes increasingly 
'pessary for the clergy to bolster up fiction as authentic 
ustoryj which explains, at first sight, the rather 
^Clashing broadcast of the Rev. Donald Soper, D.D., 
l0ln Broadcasting House on Christmas Day, 1949.
With regard to this particular effusion and its author, 

'Ve once had the pleasure of debating with him many 
ago on his own chosen ground on Tower Hill. It 

jva$ his Tower Hill addresses on Wednesdays that first 
^inched Hr. Soper on the road of fame*— Broadcasting, 
House.

At the time this now famous preacher of the Gospel 
Struck me as a by no means unfavourable representative 
°t his peculiar calling, and the fact that during the last 
jvh y  he consistently took up a pacifist position, seems 

indicate at least,’ the moral integrity which is required 
,v supporters of what, whether right or wrong, was an 

llllPopular view. However, even then, this minister and 
Accessor of John Wesley was an eloquent orator rather 
than an exact thinker, which is not an uncommon trait 
hriong popular preachers.

Such a supposition was certainly confirmed by the 
^hove-mentioned broadcast, the essence of which was 
0°ntained in the speaker’s concluding summary that 
( hristianity was the only religion which had the cburage 

proclaim “  peace on earth and goodwill to all men 
the essential of its message. All of which sounded 

M te impressive, particularly after a gastronomic 
^turnalia which, incidentally, makes the modern 
Christmas revert more and more to the statu« of a 
frig an, rather than of a Christian festival. When cou­
riered in cold blood, however, a more utterly mendacious 
^ate-ment can never have been made, even on the 
HILO., which is saying a good deal!

In the first place, Christianity itself has meant very 
Afferent things to different, people. It* was, for example,
, In his book Question Time <mTowef ttiU, lie refers to the 

Caidon of our debato and pronounced it a “  draw.”

the religion of the Roman Empire and also of the 
barbarians who over-ran the Empire. It was the 
religion of Charles Stuart and also of Cromwell who cut 
oft' Charles’ head. It was the religion of the Protestant 
Reformers aiid equally of the Roman Catholic Church 
which burnt the Reformers at the stake. It was the 
religion of the Crusaders, both of those who conquered 
Jerusalem and burned alive the Jews in their Synagogues, 
and of those who added Prussia to Christendom by 
organising systematic man-hunts against the pagan 
“ natives” . It was the religion of the late Dr. Winnington 
Ingram, Bishop of London, who declared once in our 
hearing that to kill Germans during the First World War 
was a meritorious act pleasing to God. And it is to-day, 
the religion of the Rev. Dr. Donald Soper who holds 
that all war is un-Christian. Christianity is the religion 
alike of the Fascist Franco, and of the Socialist Cripps. 
Which of these versions and varieties of Christianity 
would it be true to say, this is the authentic 
Christianity which has promoted “  peace and goodwill ”  
amongst men?

Despite the many attempts that are being made to 
whitewash it, historically speaking, Christianity has.been 
a religion based on violence, on conquest and upon naked 
force. To whatever period of its long history one looks 
one «sees the same general features. In antiquity it owed 
its successful establishment as a State religion to violence, 
and rhe legend that it owed its initial triumph to °  the 
sweet reasonableness of the Gospel,”  is a legend pure 
and «simple.

From the end of the fourth century when it introduced 
what one of its own saints called “  a new and in­
explicable crime upon earth,”  the death penalty for 
unbelief, the old pagan cults of antiquity were* 
systematically uprooted. That none of the numerous 
anti-Christian writers have survived except in Christian

refutations,”  is the best possible proof of the success 
of this legal terrorism, as, for example, A.D. 447, the 
works of all anti-Christian authors were banned “  to 
avert the wrath of God

Whilst in the Middle Ages, which, we would remind 
Dr. Soper, is the only epoch in European history when 
Europe has really been Christian in belief and practice, 
examples of religious intolerance and persecution are so 
numerous as to be positively embarrassihg. Whether we 
take the compulsory baptism of the heathen Germans at. 
literally, the sword’s point, by the great Christian 
Emperor, Charlemagne, or the long drawn-out horrors of 
the Crusades, the extermination of the Albigensis, or the 
savage “  Acts ”  for the “  combustion of heretics ”  
(de hcerehico combnrendo) passed against the dissenting 
Lollards by English Parliaments, the moral to be drawn 
is ah identical one.

Nor is the social record of Christianity in modern times 
much better. The hideous atrocities perpetrated by the 
Catholic conquerors of South America, and the whole­
sale extermination of the North American aborigines by 
the Protestant Pilgrim Fathers and their offspring, were 
both inseparably bound up with the expansion of
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Christianity. Whilst in Europe, the terrible Thirty Years’ 
War (10i8-48), which turned Central Europe into -a 
wilderness, represented the fitting termination of the’ 
“  Wars of Religion The Spanish Inquisition in its 
dealings with the Protestants and Oliver Cromwell in his 
dealings with the Irish Catholics, repeat the grim s'tory 
of torture, murder, arson, and wholesale destruction in 
the interests' of the religion “  of peace and goodwill

If in more recent times the element of naked violence 
has been less conspicuous this is solely due 'to the modern 
decline in the power of religion over public affairs. Even 
so, we do not recall any protest at the horrors of modern 
total war being made by any of the, official churches. 
Whilst the recent example of Spain indicates that the 
age of Vatican-inspired crusades i*s no’t yet dead, and 
both the Church of Rome, which is openly advocating 
atomic war, and the Church of England which is publicly 
condoning it, do not indicate any conspicuous change of 
heart in this respect.

“  Peace on earth and goodwill to men.” Truly noble 
sentiments, but when the B.B.C. and Dr. Soper ascribe 
‘them to Christianity, we think that in the historic phrase 
of Mark Twain, the connection is “ greatly exaggerated.’ ’

F. A. RIDLEY.

A SCIENTIST AND RUSSIA
I AM troubled, for I have seen a Manchester Guardian, 
and there I have read that Professor Bernal has con­
gratulated “  Russia and all peace-loving people No 
doubt every Tom, Dick and Harry has the right to 
congratulate whom he will, but there is something 
disturbing about the professor’s expression of rejoicing. 
It was spectacular political propaganda, as blazing as 
tliat recent complaint of Mr. Shmwell concerning the 
quality of the paper in which the Lord Mayor wrapped 
his guests’ chipped potatoes.

Felicitation of Russia and all peace-loving people at 
the harmless use of atomic energy is. very good. We 
would all do that, for what better hope has the world than 
that the power dreadfully menacing itsi civilisation is 
capable also of ameliorating the lot of man, by levelling 
mountains, diverting rivers, and curing diseases? We 
know that it is capable of peaceful utilisation, and some, 
in their innocence, have thought that, the U.S.A. and the 
U.K. had already been seeking to harness the atomic 
disintegrating force for industrial purposes, and had 
‘supplied radio-active* material from atomic sources to 
hospitals for the cure of that dread enemy of man, cancer. 
These* innocents have, however, been wrong. The 
professor!s remarks imply that, for lie . congratulated us 
all. on what lie termed the first step taken for the peaceful 
exploitation of atomic energy, that is the levelling of 
some of the Ural hills by the recent atomic explosion in 
Russia, solely for non-military purposes. The professor 
unreservedly accepted the Russian'report.

The professor’s remarks fittingly appeared about the 
time of a cartoon in the Daily Worker, depicting the 
Soviet atomic explosion. The peaceful intention of the 
Soviet was there represented by the group of people at 
the control point of the explosion, one being a. nurse, a 
symbol of self-sacrificing love. The Russian military 
forces were not shown. In the foreground, however, were 
two hairy yahoos representing western imperialism, and 
yelling “  barbarians ”  at the lovable people detonating 
the bomb.

It would be absurd to suppose that the Russians do not 
intend to utilize the atom bomb for peaceful purposes. 
Her geographical situation has given her governments a

lively wish to break out of natural barriers, towards tĥ  
south. The northern coast of Russia freezes in the winter 
and too many of her great rivers How northward. Hel 
engineers must have long wished to divert these south' 
ward, and the success of such an undertaking would 
substantially better Russia’s economic condition. M°re 
over, does anyone suppose the Soviet does not wish to ^  ̂
with the West in the conquest of disease. There a1’0 
great Russian names in medical science.

Professor Bernal’s song, besides implying that tb0 
western world has used its atomic knowledge only 
military purposes, implies also that Russia is leSs cofl' 
cerned with the military use of atomic energy than l̂L 
U.S.A. and the U.K. An antidote to this is Gen^i 
Bedell Smith’s observation in the Daily Telegraph oi 
November 18, that the whole Russian industrial organic 
tion is geared to the possibility of war. Her heavy 
industries are already in the difficult-to-bomb Urals.. Tb011 
we have the various reports of the stations of the Russia11 
army units on the borders of its territory, of its im in e^  
air-force, and its submarines. We have no need to claltn 
that the western world is not keen to develop its. 
military power, but only a fanatic or a liar would contra 
that the Soviet is not very keen on keeping militarily 00 
a level or in advance of the West, which, rightly ot 
wrongly, it supposes as a danger to its might. That 
being so, the only commonsense inference is that also 
Russia is concerned firstly with the military uses ^  
atomic power, and only secondarily with its peaceful use- 
It would be impossible to prov,e that Russia is concerned 
with the military use of the atomic force more or lesS 
than are the U.S.A. and the U.K. It is, therefore, strange 
that some whose reputation is high in science should talb 
as if there were no doubt about the matter.

It was, I think, Professor Bernal who very reasonably 
said that a scientist might, or even should, be interested 
as an ordinary member of the public in politics. In this 
connection it is probable that many Freethinkers have & 
preference for some part of Soviet life over our own. On1' 
institution of royalty and its accompanying adulations 
are deplorable anachronisms, and our glorious parasitic 
growth, the Church of Christ, whose chief English 
representative wears a mitre which has in form com0 
down to us from the time when Dagon, the Fish-god, \va3 
worshipped in ancient Assyria, is more than an 
incongruity. Then there is* capitalism. Even if W0
believe in that we know it is a common object of reprobation.

On ithe other hand, waiving the question whether 
Stalin is in essence a king, and grossly adulated, we have 
the Russian Church. Its priests are paid by the Soviet 
Government, they are used for keeping the Russian 
people under spiritual domination. In recent reading i 
saw the pay of a village priest put at 4,000 roubles, per 
month, as against that of a fairly favoured workman of 
600 roubles. In Czechoslovakia there is a struggle, nô  
to destroy religion, but to use it in the interests of the 
State. Priests accepting the government control are 
to be paid government salaries. There are also the Soviet 
forced-labour camps to be* remembered.

— ----- - v̂iYiug pan; in tne radio discussic
“  Getting to know the Russians,”  told of a. Soviet decree 
which forbade Russian scientists to write for foreign 
publications. Such writing was stigmatised as due to 
bourgeois vanity. He asserted also that free and easy 
discussion with Soviet scientists was impossible. How­
ever, free conversation in Russia of any Russian with a 
foreigner is, according to another speaker, .Mrs. Ralph
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Boston, a criminal offence. This lady, although knowing 
enough Russian to carry on a conversation, could do so 
only rarely. Major-General Hilton confirmed the 
difficulty. Free conversation, he said, could be indulged 
*n only when the Russian was sure that there was no-one 
ri)out who would probably denounce him.

Another speaker described the living conditions of the 
Russians as extremely low, and its economic announce­
ments as open to doubt. The Russians are, of course, 
keen to have their people believe that their living 
editions are better than those of their countertypes in 
flic West. Absurd reports are, therefore, put out, e.g., 
diat Britain was on May Hay, 1949, an armed camp, 
H*fth machine-guns at street corners to suppress the feared 
,evolt of the workers.

In view of this we would be wise to require further 
mddenee before believing the reports of the levelling of 
mountains which have appeared in the Press, apparently 
‘d Russian instigation. We would also be wise if ve  probe 
^ofessor Bernal’s opinions as we would those of the 
Communist-ecclesiastic saluter of royalty, the Dean of
banterburv

J J. G. LUPTON.

WHITHER WEATHERHEAD?

| H.1'1 Rev. Leslie Weatherhead is now the most popular 
pndon preacher; in this post-Parker epoch, no great 

1 lstinction. Pulpit stars have been diminished in 
Jjurnber and reduced in magnitude. Preaching is a 
( ^adent art, and never less in demand than in this 
«'la* There i*s one preacher who would be a more power- 
l̂,lI magnet—if lie chose to seek ordination. The Rev.

Joad would, I am sure, surpass the Rev. Leslie 
e&tlierhead. Without the “  Rev.” , a few months ago 

a flueue of twelve hundred, it is reported, waited in 
dasgow 'to hear this recent convert to Christianity.
Notwithstanding the Rev. Leslie’s popularity, I wa*s 

umused to hear that, if his organist kept a diary, he 
might sometimes write, as did Samuel Pepys of bis 
minister Dr. ‘ Mills, “  Mr. W'eatherhead preached, 1 
Glow not how, for Ii was asleep.”  No doubt 'the organist 
mvakes in time for the closing hymn, like the parish 
j e*‘k, who alas, having been an umpire the previous 
( ay, shouted “  Over ”  instead of “  Amen.”  1 fancy, 
houglp even tlie organist must have remained unsomno- 

mnt on a Sunday in August when his minister preached 
°u “  The Tyranny of Secret Fears,”  and touched on 
(Kyxual perversions which Samuel Pepys would have 
thought best screened by the secrecy of his shorthand 
mid not fit for a sermon. I was not surprised to read 
Avo anonymous letters in City Temple Tidings, bitterly 
(,ornplainiug. I regret the anonymity, for it is certain 
biat others felt that the writer’s opinions were*by no 
means shameful. I am not amongst the “  nice-minded 
People ”  said to be shocked by the discourse, but I am 
°iie of the fair-minded ones who cannot but ask if the 
I’eyerend gentleman was playing fair? T suffered, as he 
evidently did, from prudery in rny youth, and if in my 
y 'la m en t of a Victorian Youth, regardless of the 
'eelings of others, L bad ruthlessly torn aside the veil, 

might have brought the censure of the late James 
Rouglas with the resultant rising royalties. Therefore,
* u\ Weatherhead’s candour in'these matters attracts my 
admiration. There is, however, a time for all things, 
mid to invite spinsters to hear a discourse that must 
lave been most disturbing, if not disconcerting from the 

Ji&e of terms 'they did not understand, was not quite 
PDitlemanly. I know of one lady of mature years who

11

was visibly perturbed. Se-xual fears are not the only 
secret ones, and the subject in itself was no warning of 
what to expect. It was as unfair as it would be if I, 
an antiquarian of some repute, announced that I was 
to speak on the City churches and then launched out 
into freetliinking diatribes against their creeds. Further­
more, there was no opportunity for discussion, and I 
fear the coward’s cas'tle of the pulpit was in this matter 
again in evidence. Mr. Weatherhead chides the cowardice 
of the anonymous letter writers. Is his own courage 
very manifest when— like so many of his cloth— he will 
tackle controversial questipns when he cannot be
answered back?*

There was another equally amazing sermon in October. 
Here the organist may have slept, for musicians are 
usually infantile in their ignorance of theology, and I 
suspect would be as musical; in a mosque as in a church 
— if the money was ample. The title this time was 
“  God’s Goodness and Human Suffering.”  It might 
have been called “  The Problem of Pain.”  This much 
exercised my youthful mind, though I heard little of 
it from the evangelical pulpit under which first I sat. 
There was an obvious reason for silence there. What 
did it matter that we suffered so much “  on this terres­
trial ball,”  when only by the mercy of the Lord we were 
'to be spared infinite and eternal pain in a posthumous 
existence? A rapid consumption or a cruel cancer paled 
before the too effectual tires of Hell. Naively I  wrote 
in my diary that I proposed to write a paper for the 
Bible Class on “  The Problem of Pain,”  but too much 
overtime made me refrain ! My fellow adolescents - lost 
nothing by 'this omission. I should have platitudinised 
about a “  broken arc ”  and ”  a. heavenly round,”  and 
perhaps quoted one of our hymns, ”  Some time, some 
time we’ll understand.” Later the problem became 
more personal, and thereby les.s platitudinous in solution. 
A Methodist mother—albeit a devoted disciple of one 
of Mr. Wea’therhead’s predecessors', the Rev. R. J . 
Campbell, as a martyr to rheumatoid arthritis, resolved, 
like a Roman matron might have done, that she would 
quit this world in which she felt she was useless to 
society and— mistakenly— a burden to her loved ones. 
A little more than a year later a friend of twenty-nine— 
a promising architect—«after being under a doctor’s 
sentence of death for a year, went to his doom like 
dumb driven cattle, silently, even sullenly, so that his 
end never pointed a moral or adorned a pious tale in 
a pulpit. Where I went from these staggering blows I 
have related in my ”  Testament.”

W ILLIAM  KENT.
(To he concluded)

COMPARISON ILLUSORY
The sun burns fiercely ; o ’er shadeless fells 
White clouds make blue slow-shifting shadows crawl, 
O ’er moors, where no baby waters fall 
With splash and bubble, fresh from secret wells ; 
Baked are their channels, hot their peaty swells;
A sultry summer silence lies on all,
Save bleat of lambs, and curlew’s ringing call—
Slow sleepy hours rich Memory’s treasure tells! 
Whilst empires vanish, Hills may look the same ;
Yet Time, unseen, is wearing these away ;
As hills to Time, so seems love’s fickle flame 
To the great hills, which beautiful still stay,
And constant, whilst successive passions die—
To human thought eternal as the sky !

A. SLATER,
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ON DEFINING ATHEISM
THE present state of affairs, regarding the definitions of 
atheism has clearly become highly unsatisfactory. Ought 
not a Freethough’t paper to> be able to do something to 
clear up the muddle?

My complaint is thi*. While, originally and funda­
mentally, atheism as a denial of the existence of gods 
(of., Cicero, On the Nature of Gods) means a statement 
of objective (negative) facts outside of man, a tendency 
has been manifest recently to limit the definition to 
indicating nothing more than the existence of a psycho­
logical fact inside the atheist’s mind, viz., the lack of 
belief. By this new development I mean Bertrand
Bussell and another Rationalist authority, Joseph 
McCabe (Atheism , in his Rationalist Encyclopedia,).

Bertrand Iiussell, who of all men should have known 
better, avows (The Literary Guide, July, 1949) that he 
never quite knows whether he should label himself 
“  Agnostic ”  or “  Atheist.’ ’ Actually, he diluted the 
meaning of “  Atheist ”  into that of “  Agnostic ”  when 
he waveringly declared himself to be “  Atheist ”  solely 
because lie does not believe the existence of the Christian 
god Yahveh or of the Homeric gods to be sufficiently 
probable to him to be worth serious consideration.

McCabe expressly departs from the usual British and 
Continental usage of defining the atheist as “  one who 
denies or disbelieves the existence of God ” — and confines 
the meaning to “  the absence of belief in God,’ ’ that 
is to say, to exclusively stating a psychological fact of 
the atheist’s mentality. This is plainly inadequate as 
any atheist means by his atheism much more than merely 
a state of his own mind, even if this state of “  lack of 
belief ”  had resulted, as McCabe says (p. 250), from 
“  having examined and rejected as invalid, all evidence 
for God.”

Now what are McCabe’s reasons for such a self- 
stultifying subjectism ?

He says there« that (1) the definition of the atheist as 
one who denies the existence of God is usually a con­
troversial device of the religious writer to maintain the 
odium which often attaches to the word— and so is 
unacceptable to atheists; and (2) that it would be difficult 
to quote more than one or two atheist writers in all 
literature who deny such existence (of God).

My comment to (1) and (2) is that the religious writer 
(odium or no odium) justly means by “  God ”  one of 
his own Christian gods, Yahveh or Jesliua or The Ghost; 
these are, of course, his chief deities and we need not 
here enumerate all the minor “  elohim ”  (gods) of the* 
Mosaic books and their further celestial descendants, 
both benign and malign, swarming in the New Testa­
ment. What is relevant here is that, quite certainly, 
any atheist denies the existence of at least, Yahveh and 
other “  elohim,”  if not also that of the dove-like Ghost 
or of Y a h v eh son , Jesus. Actually, it would be difficult 
to quote an atheist who would not deny the existence 
of Yahveh. So McCabe’s reasons for his rejection of 
denial appear to be singularly mistaken.

But what, precisely, could have misled him so? 1 
surmise that he has, in this instance, mixed up the two 
possible senses of “  God,”  those of a personal and of an 
impersonal God. While being mistakenly anxious to 
avoid his, atheist’s, committal to the denial of an 
impersonal “  God,”  lie seems to have forgotten that it 
is generally the personal god N ahveh that k being denied 
on valid anthropological and zoological grounds, bv 
atheists and even liberal theologians.

But is there really any ground for McCabe’s avoidance 
of the« denial even of this “ impersonal God,”  which word 
he rightly suspects to be a mere name (p. 577)? There

is no justification any more for such a self-defeating 
limitation to merely disbelieving even the ”  impersonal 
God.”

The means to make out an unimpeachable logical case 
for the atheists denial of the existence of any “  Suprein1; 
Being’ ’ conpoted by the expression “ impersonable God 
are now furnished by the modern development of inathe* 
inatical logic. According to Professor Heinrich Scholl 
ilie noted German mathematical logician, the principle oi 
the excluded contradiction, in its new logistical fornt 
states precisely that there exists nothing to which a 
defined property both, applies and does not apply (Arphh 
fur Philosophic, No. 1, p. 49). This logical axiom con­
clusively quashes the theological pattern of definition o 
'(impersonal) God as “ something that is both omnipres^1 
( =  everywhere) and (as “  spirit” ) immaterial ( = ^  
any where= nowhere).’ ’ It is obvious that the theologies 
implication thus involves a denial of the principle (| 
excluded contradiction and so is to be, 'once for *y ; 
rejected as a «self-contradict ion. As the new form of |ylC 
principle shows, a contradictory expression exclude  ̂
logically, with the utmost certainty, any question T 
possible existence (of a referent) in the* world (cf., P1’0*; 
B. Carnap, Meaning and Necessity, p. 21). This, 
repeat, means the second valid denial of (impersonal) 
God. and both denials together make the whole- argument 
as conclusive as ever an argument can be.

As an immediate upshot of my argument, I propose 
the following modification of the definition of the dis­
believer. Atheist: one who denies both the existence ox 
all personal gods on valid empirical grounds and 
of any impersonal God (Supreme Being) on valid logical 
grounds.

This definition is, in my opinion, wholly adequate ¡,s 
it comprehensively and exactly states what the* (nega­
tive) facts and strict logic require, viz., that no god* 
whatsoever exist. The definition has the further 
advantage of actually! making atheism, in all of ^  
senses, a truijsm; and, incidentally, of dispensing with 
Bertrand Bussell’s self-styled “  philosophical (but realty 
irrational) agnosticism ’ ’ as both a pyschologic&j 
monstrosity as regards the mythical gods and a logical 
impossibility as regards the contradictory “  Supreme 
Being.”

Now the* ultimate upshot of such an argument as mine 
is, L believe, that the problem of the relation between 
reason and revelation ceases to be subject of philosophy I 
it is solved by completely eliminating “  God ”  and other 
primitive survivals. It is 0. E. M. Joad who admit'* 
lately (cf., Decadence, 1949) that philosophers them­
selves are beginning to doubt, under the impact of the 
Logical Positivism (see on the latter Prof, Ph. Frank’s 
Modern Science and Jls Philosophy. Harvard University 
Press, 1949), whether their former main business, meta­
physics; is possible at all! This, however, coined 
naturally after the metaphysics have been defeated i'! 
the exact sciences. Says Prof. Max Bense, another 
noted mathematical logician, in winding up his recoin 
summary of the natural philosophy (Modernc NaturphilO' 
sophic, 1949): “  Our concept of nature has, on the)
whole, gained in logical and mathematical perspecuity 
which means the advance of the logical and rational 
point of view; and it has lost in perceptual representa­
tion which means a retreat of the transcedental and 
ohaenomenological point of view. The question whether 
the events of nature are to be interpreted idealistically 
or realistically, has become a secondary question. The 
question of the compafcibilty of modem natural sciences 
with Christian dogmas is of no interest to the science 
itself and, ultimately, is an obsolete question.’ ’

GREGORY S. SMELTERS.
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THE FAITH UNDILUTED
°f Nib constant complaints of liberal thinkers of 

u theological schools lias been that it is difficult to get 
‘l clear, concise statement of what the more rigidly 
|j! ^°dox Christians are thinking. There are so many 
. fc-putes between writers of various lilies of tliouglit that 
| ,1s frequently a problem to decide just what i*> the 
Bv h °? ^ tr in e s  on, say, the Atonement or the Virgin 

It is, of course, possible to go back to the Bible 
ud *<> see what is said there about these matters; but,. 

'y freethinkers! and Unitarians have pointed out many 
;imies, there are passages which are of extremely doubtful 
_ hpnticity; and these passages are often those which 
I °vide the clue (or which should provide the clue) 
°Wards the nature of Christian’‘action.,
Hne of the most eminent theologians of the day is 

f /yBmil Brunner, Professor of Theology in the University 
¿urieh; and in 1936 he wrote a little book entitled 

riur Faith” , which was soon translated into half-a-dozen 
anguages, including English. The English edition has 

t)een unobtainable, but it has now been re-issued at 
' s- 6d. by the S. C. M. Press,

 ̂ il,n not one of those writers who believes that it is 
Fusible to shut orieself up in a cast-iron box or an ivory 
-■ ̂ w-ex*, maturing one’s ideas without any kind of reference 
1° what others of different schools of thought are doing, 
^'deed, I think that one of the curses of theological con- 
(l\°yersy in this country has been the crystallisation of 
^visions between thinkers, so that those on either sides of 

lence find it well-nigh impossible for any kind of 
nutual understanding to emerge. I  hold, therefore, that 
a book of this sort is valuable reading for all, including 

^thinkers, nationalists, Unitarians, Free Churchmen, 
^nglo-Catholics, and followers of the Vatican. For Dr.

1;unner, even though he states the mysteries ”  of 
(>1diodox Christianity in a dogmatic, way which will 
!le°QSsarily l )e unacceptable to those of us who believe 
1,1 following our reason as far as it will carry us, does give 
'! description'of his beliefs which is moderately easy to 
°llo\v, arid which, at the same' time, can be read in an 
U),w or two.

He plunges right into the heart of. the problem at 
¡do beginning of the book; his first chapter is entitled 
. Is There a God ? ”  Those who hold that such a question 
Js. d.i effect unanswerable' will gain some support from his 
views. ”  For the inquisitive,’ * he says, “  there is. no 
|fo<l.”  In other words, Dr. Brunner would say that it 
ls impossible to prove the existence of God by any kind 
H rational argument. Such a belief can be arrived at 
?ffiy by a kind of intuition. “  God,”  he says, “  is never 
1)1 a class, never something among other things. He, can 
Reiver be named along with other things. Planets., 
fountains, elements are objects of knowledge. God is 

an object of knowledge . . . Without God man would 
Knowledge is possible only because God!vll(>w nothing 

15«. ”
Now, the reader who* does not agree with Dr. Brunnei 

"'ill at once observe that these are sheer dogmatic state- 
¡bouts. They are not supported by any kind of reasoned 
b'gumenfc. They havei to be accepted, and, if they art 
11()t accepted, the reader is. driven either directly to 
Hheisin or to some kind of Theism, not exactly associated 
)rith the Christian belief. Of course, we all know that 
ri theory Homan Catholicism holds that the existence ol 
j'°d can he rationally proved. Many of us have 
laboured /a suspicion that this is a quibble which is 
pfficult if not impossible to support, and that it is only 
iy accepting the premises of the argument that its eon-

elusions can be finally established. This suspicion is 
confirmed by much that Dr. Brunner says*.

Dogma is probably the part of Christianity of the most 
rigidly orthodox type which most repels the ordinary 
thinker who wishes to work things out for himself. The 
stricter dogmas of the Churches are, indeed, sometimes 
in conflict with the findings of science. For that reason, I 
think, Dr, Brunner’s book should be required reading 
for all who would call themselves liberal thinkers. 
Needless to say, there is much in it which most of us 
would disagree with; but, perhaps because of that, it 
will appeal to those who do* not share the learned doctor’s 
dogmatic certainty. Here is the faith undiluted and pure; 
here is what the theological right-wing believe to be true. 
If we see flaws in the argument, if we understand Dr. 
Brunner as lie can never understand us, that will only be 
an additional reason for believing that a philosophy of 
freedom of thought holds the best hope for the future.

JOHN HOWLAND.

THE ELUSIVE YEAR 1 A.D.
HEADERS who are old enough will remember 'the heated 
discussions which took place about the beginning of 
this century as to whether January 1, 1900, began the 
twentieth century, or whether it ought to have been 
January 1, 1901. Almost the same kind of discussion is 
'taking place now—does the mid-century begin this 
January, or next year? Ir the Sunday Dispatch for 
December 25, the argument has already begun with the 
Astronomer Royal taking part. But it is quite amusing 
to find Sir FI. Spencer Jones actually quoting as an 
”  authority ”  'the “  learned monk, Dionysius Exiguus, 
who had a profound knowledge of mathematics, astro­
nomy, and theology.”

There is not, as a matter of faet, the slightest proof 
that this ”  learned monk ”  ever existed at all, let alone* 
any proof of his “  profound knowledge.”  It is surprising 
that such an eminent man does not know (or perhaps 
he does know) that Dionysius— if he ever lived—was no 
more able to give us the year 1 a .d. than Sir H. Spencoir 
Jones, if by this is meant the year, of the birth of “  min 
Lord.”  Somebody tried to fix some date for the 
”  Incarnation ”  so took the lunar eycle of 19 years and 
multiplied it b y  the solar cycle of 28 years, and trium­
phantly produced the number 532, and this was given as 
the date when Dionysius gave an astonished and delighted 
world the year 753 a.u.d . as the year in which Jesus was 
born. It was called the year 1 a .d .

Unluckily for the learned monk, this date was at least 
four years out— as indeed the Astronomer Hoyal is 
obliged to admit; not that it will*make any difference to 
his estimate of Dionysius’ great ”  learning.”  People 
will go on repeating the fairy tale just as if the» constant 
exposure of the myth never took place at all. Even the 
Benedictines, who are responsible for much of the 
Church’s chronology, grudgingly are obliged to admit 
that there is no evidence for Dionysius—but it is all in 
a line with the repeated forgeries of the Church in other 
ways. And even an Astronomer Royal can swallow 
these myths without turning a hair.

H.O.

PSYCHO-ANALYSIS —  A MODERN DELUSION. By
Frank Kenyon. Price 5s.; postage 3d.

THEISM OR ATHEISM. The Great Alternative. By 
Chapman Cohen. Price 3s. 6d.; postage 3d.

THE MOTHER OF GOD. By G W. Foote. Price 3d.; 
postage Id.
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ACID DROPS
Needless to say, the Roman Church is getting these 

days a terrific amount of advertising, free, gratis, 
and for nothing. The B.B.C. reported, almost with 
rapture, the way in which the Pope opened hie Holy 
Year, arid how he sent his Divine Blessings; to all the 
peoples of the earth, and its progress will be duly 
recorded every day by our very religious Broadcasting 
Corporation. Even though most people in this country 
are definitely Protestants and hate the primitive crudity 
of Catholicism, particularly its worship of statues and 
the eating of its God, the Holy Year will be given a! 
conspicuous place in radio news. And yet, there are 
people always complaining in Catholic journals that the 
Roman Church never advertises!

With the proverbial Irish humour a Dublin newsagent 
avoids giving offence to his Christian clients, and brings 
joy to the hearts of his Free-thinking friends and 
customers. For instance, when a client requires a, copy 
of The Freethinker, he is requested to ask for the “ Little 
Flowers of St. Francis ” ! This, happy idea; the perfect 
request sub rosa, gives us some slight idea of the diffi­
culties under which our message is propagated in Eire, 
that true daughter of Rome.

Religious newspapers are suggesting that the most 
effective solution to our present economic difficulties, is— 
prayer! And Parliament “  should do' something about 
it ” , After all, at Dunkirk, “  when all the nation took 
to prayer with one voice, the whole world had a demon­
stration that God answers prayer ” , .states The Christian. 
The public's memory is proverbial!y short, but we seem 
to remember that Dunkirk was a defeat, perhaps the 
German prayers were organised more methodically, that 
as. well as God’s customary incline to the side of the big 
battalions, no doubt decided God’s answer.

Kenneth Horne, the) new “  Twenty Questions M 
master, need not feel that he is outside the pale in 
describing Santa- (dans as fiction for the Catholic Review, 
official R.C. organ of the Archdiocese of Baltimore, goes 
even further and describes Santa as an “  unholy fraud ” 
and “  Santa the Saint is giving way to Santa the sugar 
daddy The editor maintains that to inculcate the idea 
that if we “  are not good there will be no presents ”  is. 
bad psychology, and certainly “  un-christian morality ’ 
True “  Christian ’ ’ morality, of course, is that if you 
don’t behave you will bei punished for eternity. The 
results seem to be the same.

We have been warned by an annonymous Christian 
correspondent from Port Elizabeth of the frightful 
punishment, that awaits us in Hell for so “  lightly taking 
the name of the Lord just because we invited the 
editor of The Hectmler to tell us what was the message 
of 1 fabakkuk and Obadiah. What our correspondent 
would say if he was a regular reader of The Freethinker 
is best left, to the imagination.

The motion at a recent debate, of U.N.O. to place the 
“  Holy City of Jerusalem ’ ’ under International control 
was carried by a majority of Roman Catholics' and 
Mohammedan votes drawn respectively from South 
American and Arab countries. This is yet another 
indication of the proposed rapprochement between Rome 
and Islam and bears out the contention of an article by 
F. A. Ridley in The. Freethinker of lRth December, 1949.

A very close contest in Failsworth was decided by only 
twelve votes to allow cinemas to open on Sunday. ® ie 
decision was too close to be comfortable, and Freethinker^ 
in the areas where a cinema poll is being conducted, shout 
do all they can to make the decision overwhelming in 
favour of opening. The General Secretary of the N.b.S- 
will be pleased to give details and information.

A point of great interest to Freethinkers was raised 
in the Court of Criminal Appeal by the Lord Chief 
Justice in answer to Mr. John Maude, (K.C., "d10 
appealed on behalf of Daniel Raven for a new trial oa 
’the ground that a “  Mr. S. had taken the oath on tFj 
New Testament when, in fact, he was a Jew.”  D°r( 
Goddard rejected the appeal and pointed out that 11 
Court had neither the duty, nor indeed the right D 
cross-examine people as to their religious belief before 
’they were -sworn. This, of course, also applies & 
affirmation, and Freethinkers in such a position sho11̂  
always decline, respectfully, to answer any queetD08 
bearing thereon.

Not exactly in our line, but too good to be buried aud 
forgotten in a, newspaper file: The Soviet Postal author*' 
ties have refused to deliver copies of the Yugo-SDv 
Railways timetables, to Moscow as being detrimental (̂) 
Soviet politics. Heresy rears its ugly head!

Bolton’s Registrar will have no flowers in his register 
office, the local Parks Committee think it will be too 
expensive; this paltry victory pleases Councillor i"  
Robinson who thinks that Register Office marriage 
should be as drab as possible. “  If people want a dignified 
and attractive« wedding,”  he said, “  they should go to 
church, and when a couple are married in church wi^1 
'the bride in white, that i.s a ceremony, but the Register 
Office is a. business.” Ignoring the implied insult, the last 
sentence should raise a laugh. Quite a few chureh 
weddings are far from unbusinesslike.

The National Council for the Abolition of Cruel Sport8
have just presented to the Government committee' 51 
document memorandum exposing 'the cruelty involved F 
those “  noble sports ”  stag, fox and otter hunting- 
Ralph Champion, in an article in the Sunday Pictorial* 
comments on the sadism displayed even by clergymen 
who find nothing inconsistent in preaching Love on 
Sundays, and then setting ou't the next day on a good 
gory chase. The descriptions of stags being torn to 
death, foxes caught up in barbed wire, and badgers beta# 
worried to death by terriers, are enough to make even 
a. savage ashamed. Yet in this “  Christian England ’ ’ 
such things are lawful. How truly did Punch sum up 
the huntin’ fraternity in the phrase, “  It’s a lovely 
morning, let’s go out and kill something.”

Mr. R. L. Roberts, in the Church Times, is writing
a series of articles showing bow Christians should bring up 
their children in “  belief, prayer and worship.’ ’ He telP 
us that “  habits of morning and evening prayer must b- 
formed very early ”  and we do like that word “  must.* 
No doubt, if a child managed never to acquire the pious 
habit, he “  must ”  be made to—or pay for it. The 
Biblical injunction “  to spare the rod and spoil the child 
is a capital way of making children utter the drivel which 
Mr. Roberts and his like call “  prayer.”  However, wp 
were pleased to see that Mr. Roberts contends that A 
parents won’t teach their children Christianity “  they arc 
in fact teaching Agnosticism.”  And what a splendid 
thing that would be if only it were true.
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TO CORRESPONDENTS
Readers under 30, who would be interested in a vigorous 

International Youth Movement, write to H. Grabowsky, 
' an Leeuwenhoeksingel, 29, Delft, Holland.

U B. Ratcltffb.i—1Thanks for letters re B.B.O. Programmes.
can only hammer a,way with patience but it will be a 

, l°*g and slow job. 'W 11 R- R ichardson.—Thanks for information. It is obvious 
lat Christian Action is making tremendous efforts to 

 ̂ Permeate our public authorities.*
1 ’ R• -Mason.—Thanks for your good wishes. No doubt the 
y'ple Handbook is a most valuable weapon in a Free­
thinker’s armoury.

^ le freethinker. D. Fmlayson, 4s.; W. Scarlett, Is. 6d. ; 
Behr, £1- V. H. Smith, £1 10s.fjp ' *

’ R- Gretton. — Thanks. Copies of The Freethinker 
(December 25) will be sent to you for distribution. Your 
cuttings will also be returned.

*kn’rvolent Fund N.S.S.—The General Secretary gratefully 
 ̂ acknowledges a donation of £/l from \V. J. Bennett (Bristol).

^ le following periodicals are being received regularly, and 
be consulted at “  The Freethinker 11 office: The Truth 

oerker (U.S.A.), The Freethinker (U.S.A.), The Liberal 
(U.S.A.), The Voice of Freedom (U.S.A., German and 
Taiglish), Progressive W orld (U.S.A.), The New Zealand 
Rationalist. The R ationalist (Australia), Der F reidenker 
(Switzerland), La Raison (France), Don Basilio (Italy).

^ecture Notices should reach the Office by Friday morning.
^Tders for literature should be sent to the Business Manager 

°f the Pioneer Press% 41, Gray's Inn Hoad, London, W .C .l, 
«nd not to the Editor.

 ̂hen the services of the National Secular Society in connection 
Wth Secular Burial Services are required, all commumca- 
tions should be addressed to the Secretary, It. H. llosetti. 
Giving as long notice as possible.

liJE Freethinker will be forwarded direct from, the Publish-  

ln9 Office at the following rates (Home and Abroad): One 
Uear, 17s.; half-year, 8s. 6d.; three-months, I>$. hd.

SUGAR PLUMS
The question, “  Does Man Have Freewill ?”  will be 

Abated in the Mechanics’ Institute, Bradford, this 
Evening (8th. January) at 6-45 p.m., between Mr. It. T. 
IJay, and Mr. Harold Day, Chairman of the Bradford 
branch N.S.S. We understand there is no relationship 
between the debaters, so there will be no obstacle to' hard 
bitting. Admission is free.

Newcastle-on-Tyne readers can hear Mr. F. A. ltidley 
bi the Socialist Hall, Royal Arcade, Pilgrim Street, next 
Sunday e v e n i n g, 15th January, bn “  Political 
Catholicism,”  at 7 o ’clock. It will he the first of monthly 
lectures arranged by the local N.S.S. Branch. The. 
February, lecturer will lie Mr. R. H. Rosetti, and 
Mr. L. Ebury will be the speaker for March. Admission 
for each is free, with some reserved seats at Is. each.

We regret any inconvenience to members of the West 
London Brandi by our announcement of the Annual 
Renerai Meeting in the Lecture Notices of last week. 
Hie notice of postponement was received after we had 
Son© to press. The meeting will be held on Sunday, 
Bth January, at 7-15, and members are asked to attend. 
Will Brandi Secretaries please noto that notices for in- 
H»rtion in The Freethinker should reach the office not 
Lito.r than Mondayy for the following Sunday.

The Church Times, which certainly knows something 
about the way in which people can so easily be deified, 
quotes the Russian novelist, Ilya Ehrenburg, as “  pro­
viding an interesting example of the process by which 
Stalin is becoming gradually deified.”  Jt appears that 
in his travels, Mr. Ehrenburg found one thing which 
always cheered his nostalgic heart— the picture of Stalin. 
It always “  spiritually ”  revived him— as no doubt it 
does) our own Communists. “  Stalin,”  adds the Church 
Times, “  in fact is due to become the object of a cult us 
such as Holy Russia formerly paid to the saints of 
Orthodoxy. ’ * ______

That the portrait will also soon be invested with 
miraculous properties is only a. matter of time. After all, 
most Russians used to believe in their Ikons, in the Czar 
as their “ Little Father,”  and, as far as adoring their Ruler 
be he Czar or Chief Commissar—what is the difference? 
In any case, Christian education is very hard to eradicate. 
Most Anglo-0atholics believe in the efficacy of Holy 
Relics and are ready to believe in the almost-divinity of 
a Bishop. People in glass houses shouldn’t throw stones.

Another ”  much wanted ”  book lias found a publisher. 
It is on that quite new topic the Bible, and it is entitled* 

'he Bible. It is by Mr. M. Lawson, and will cost you 
7s. 6d. In it there are answers to about 500 of the kind 
of questions people are always asking about God’s Holy 
Word. Unfortunately, the Church Times does not think 
much of it for “  the book is a chaotic jumble of informa­
tion and speculation,”  which, anyway, strikes us as 
describing most books on the Bible by ardent believers. 
Still, it is for the Bible, and therefore easily found a 
publisher. But let a writer of a, book against the Bible 
try to find one . . . !

The Universe is complaining that, under the Com­
munist regime, churches in China are made into ware­
houses. Why not? They are thus infinitely more useful 
and, in any case, the churches were forced on to the 
Chinese people by gangs of missionaries with primitive 
versions of Christianity given up long ago by the 
“  intellectuals ”  in the Church. Missionaries have no 
light to be in China at all, and should be expelled. What 
would the Pope . say if Chinese missionaries invaded 
Rome this “  Holy Year ”  and proceeded to convert 
Italians by telling the truth about Catholicism? And 
supposing they built temples in Vatican C ity—what 
would the Pope do?

We have to thank a correspondent for sending us Mr. 
Pirow’s Newsletter, The New Order (South Africa), the 
front page of which is devoted* to a mementi mori of 
tile “  Eleven Martyrs of Nuremberg.”  The hysterical 
hotchpotch of Christianity, Fascism and anti-Semitism 
is journalism at its very worst. Whatever one’s views 
on the Nuremberg trials, few outside South Africa would 
agree that the defendants were shining lights of tolera ­
tion. One’s feelings are outraged at the suggestion that 
the less-than-human, Julius Streicher (mis-spelled 
Steicher in the Newsletter), is worthy of commemoration.

Mr. Pi row would have us believe that “  as the Victim 
of Calvary was innocent, so, in principle, wore the 
victims of Nuremberg,”  but our credulity is strained to 
the limit when the “  Protocols of Zion ”  are quoted in 
support of “  the world-wide Jewish plot,”  and Dr. 
Malan’s achievements for “  National Status and Racial 
Peace in South Africa ”  are seriously put forward. Pity 
’tis that there are people to whom such poison appeals, 
and religious credulity is fertile ground for such.
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ON JAMES JOYCE AGAIN
READERS will remember a little discussion 1 had in 
these columns with a great admirer of the work of 
James Joyce who was, in his opinion, perhaps the world’s 
most abounding literary genius, and an out-and-out 
Freethinker to boot. Everybody ha** a right to his 
opinion, and I should not have questioned Mr. Kean 
but for the fact that my own reading of Joyce was 
just the opposite of his— and in particular, what I 
wanted was some evidence that he was a Freethinker. 
Needless to say none was forthcoming.

A rule of mine since 1 began contributing to this 
journal was not to write if possible about books 1 had 
newer read, and as 1 had not read Joyce’s early work 
1 left them alone in the dismission. hut 1 had read 
lJlynxes and 1 found it to be utterly boring; 1 had not 
read Finnegan's Wake and could not conceive anybody 
trying to read such balderdash. The other day, however, 
I came across the Essential James Joyce which gives 
large extracts from his books, edited by Harry Levin, 
and it gives me a chance for saying a little more'on a 
much-discussed writer,

Ernst of all, it must not be forgotten that Joyce had a 
Jesuit education, and only in exceptional cases can one 
get over such a handicap. He was certainly “ sceptical”  
afterwards, but nowhere can 1 find that lie ever threw 
overboard his religion however much lie might question 
such a conception as that of Hell. And Mr. Levin makes 
this quite clear when lie writes, “  That he felt the 
intellectual attraction of theology a«s well as an emotional 
appeal of ritual, is evident in everything lie wrote.”  
This passage was not quoted by Mr. Kean though he 
was (piite ready to take other “  secondhand ”  opinions 
while “  respectfully ”  asking me not to do so.

In any case, Mr. Levin admits that theology and ritual 
were “  submerged in the cold terror of Stephan’& (one 
of Joyce’s characters) central dilemma between carnal 
sin and priestly absolution.”  This dilemma was, of 
course, Joyce’« own, and shows that I was absolutely 
right when 1 said that Joyce was not a Freethinker. 
We don’t care two hoots for priestly absolution. And 
Joyce appears to have been worried about his Jesuitism 
all his life—for example, says Mr. Levin, “  His literary 
technique is richly coloured by ecclesiastical symbolism; 
a series of notes on the liturgy of Holy Week accompanies 
the manuscript of Stephan Hero.”  The reader will find 
more evidence in Mr. Levin’s Introduction that Joyce 
never threw off his early Christian training, and there 
is no need to press this any further.

But what about the two masterpieces? I can, 
fortunately, give a few extracts from them, premising, 
however, that I do so not from the books themselves, 
hut from Mr. Levin’s careful selection. What he has 
left out might well he much worse than anything lie 
has left in. I can only suppose that some of his 
omissions were too iriuclr even for such a worshipper.

In Ulysses we get what the hero is supposed to be 
thinking, and some of his thoughts run like this:

Blank face. Virgin should say: or lingered' 
only. Write «something on its page. If not, what 
becomes of them? Decline, despair. Keep them 
young. Even .admire themselves. See. Play on 
her. Lip blow. Body of white woman, a flute 
alive. Blow gentle. Loud. Three holes all women, 
Goddess I didn’t  see. They want it: not too much 
polite. That's why he gets them. Gold in your 
pocket, brass in your face. With look to look: 
songs without words. Molly that hurdygurdy boy. 
She knew he meant iliei monkey was sick. Or 
because so like the Spanish . . .
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And so on, ad lib.
i, call this kind of thing drivel.
When L wras studying shorthand, 1 used to practise 

speed by taking down the conversation in a sitting 
room— the people, of course, not knowing what 1 was 
doing. By turning my «shorthand notes into lough a mb 
1 was able to read out again what had been said, and 
it is hard ’to imagine that so much undiluted rubbish 
could bei uttered by intelligent people. To put down the 
everyday conversation we indulge in, or long rigmaroles 
without selection of what we are thinking about, say« 
on a walk, or when doing nothing, can be done by 
anybody; it does not require a literary genius'. But why 
such writing should be considered of thrilling interest to 
other people is something 1 admit I cannot understand 
I found reading it once again in Ulysses complete!) 
boring.

Finding it pay in this work, Joyce went much further 
in Finnegan's Wake and the same kind of people wh° 
find in Picasso and hie followers great art, go ĥ 0 
raptures over it. The more unintelligible it is, ’the greater 
the art, of course. To* profess a love of beauty in music, 
in painting and sculpture, is like a red rag to a boh 
to these people. For them, music must have literally 
no melody, and the more hideous i« its* concatenation 
of dreary noise, the greater the genius of the composer* 
So in painting, a portrait without eight eyes plastered 
all over the neck, or a landscape which really gives llS 
the loveliness of nature i« rejected with disgust. It is 
no wonder that Joyce is hailed by such a gang as the 
greatest artist in words the Universe has ever known* 
Here are a few specimens: —

Drop me> the sound of the findhorn’«. name. Mtn 
or Mti, sombogger was witness. And drip me why 
in the benders was she trickled . . . And whitside 
did they droop fchefir glows in their florry, aback to 
wist or affront to sea? . . . Through her catchment 
ring she freed them easy, with her hips’ hurrah* 
for her knees’ dontelleries . . . By that Vale 
Vowclose’s lucydlae, the reignbeau’s heavenarches 
arronged orranged her. Afrothclizzying galbs, her 
enamelled eyes indergoading him on to the vierge 
violetian . . . But the niajic wavus has elfun anon 
meshes . . . Mavro! Hetty Lorek’s lafing light 
throw those laurels now on her daphdaph teasoug 
petroek . . .

We are seriously asked to believe that this kind of 
thing represents, the highest and greatest in English 
literature; and to help us to «swallow this piece of sheer 
insolence, we are told that Joyce was an out-and-out 
Freethinker! Did not Carlyle once write that there were 
twelve million people in England, mostly fools? I ain 
sure that that is exactly what the lovers of Joyce must 
think—«and they are right if they can get people to 
believe the pernicious nonsense that Finnegan's Waite 
is literature.

I did not make a careful choice in copying- the above 
—’there are dozens and dozen« of pages filled with this 
incredible rubbish. Here are more choice hits:

My colonial, wavdha bagful! A bakereen dusind 
with tithe billies to boot . . . Merced mulde ! . . .  Is 
that the Poolbeg flasher beyant, pharpha-r . . . Hie 
sor a stone, singularly illud and on hoc stone Seter 
eatt hue sate . . .  A, wearywide space it wast ere 
wolmed a Mookse. The onesomeness wast allto- 
lonely, aroluinsitslike, broadv oval and a Mookse . . .

We are quite religiously told that Joyce’s writings 
have had a profound influence on all English literature 
since Finnegan's Waite hurst on a breathless, expectant, 
and enthusiastic public. This i« just as big a lie as the 
one usually, and very solemnly, told us by art critics
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on the radio and in our intellectual weeklies, that, Picasso 
has changed the current of European art. i  ic o 
thing he has done is to make some art students iecl 
that a long apprenticeship to art is no longer necessa > 
and that any kind of cubistic rubbish can pass henceloit 
for real art.' Tho result is a ghastly increase of bunk 
Many of our art exhibitions.

James Joyce had a  right to do what he liked with 
our language— debase or murder it in every possible way 
if he wanted to. I  claim ’the right to criticise him. And 
anything I said previously about Ins work lias bee 
strengthened by reading the Essential James Joyce.

H. CUTNER.

MISCONCEPTIONS OF MATERIALISM
CHAPMAN COHEN has often used the old tag, save us 
b’oin our friends.. He has also said the materialist need 
n°t defend a case stated by someone else, giving as an 
Sample, among others, J. B. S. Haldane. So also Prof.

MacDougal, The Freethinker, September 4, “  Modern 
Materialism is the assumption that mechanistic science 
can in principle achieve a complete and satisfactory 
Recount of the world and of man, his nature, origin and 
destiny.** All this is sheer 11011861186.' Indeed, to accept 
such claptrap is to give up the case, for each of the 
different branches of science have different “  principles 
aild they would not be needed if all could be accounted 
tor by “  mechanistic ’ ’ .science.
<( The notion of “  assumption ** is metaphysic and

destiny *’ is fatalistic belief in contrast to “  science \ 
A&d restricting scientific method to “  mechanistic 
sciencei implies the theological argument that science« 
^unot be applied in psychology and morality because 
fH e  involve the question why. So, even to accept such 
jalderdash is to support the theologians case. Now, how 
do &uch absurd misconceptions arise and why “  modern ”  
Materialism? Has materialism changed, and if so, where 
are \Ve getting to? F. A. Ridley has argued that things 
Mnd towards their opposites, and that Christians are now 
talking like freethinkers. Is it that, accepting the 
Kristian statement of our case, we are now talking likei 
Kristians? Perhaps, we might go back to the ancients 
aud trace this process of inversion.

Going back to Democritus it is clear he had no
assumption ”  about “  mechanistic ”  science, for there 

was no science of mechanics before Archimedes, nor any 
Natural “  forces ”  for there was no dynamics before 
Galileo. The philosophers had been in search of a

primary substance ” / with one arguing water, others 
fire, air, earth, others again number, mind, and another, 
^hat man is the measure of all things. But it is un­
scientific to try to explain all in terms of one. There 
Cannot be a synthesis of one, and one multiplied by one 
Equals one. Their mathematics was crude and they had 
Uo multiplication, for that did not come until Theon. 
This search was one of poetic imagery or metaphor for 
s<)nie co-ordinating or comprehensive analogy.

But the sophist could take any argument, or pit one 
Against another, anyone could believe anything, or as 
they put it, everything was only opinion. So everything 
'yas uncertain, and tin*' sceptics put the question, How, 
hving in a world of illusion, can we be« sure of anything? 
hot H, bo noted, the question is how, not why or what? 
Childhood’s question, why, is theological and leads into 
a quagmire of “  reasons ’ . The question, what, is 
Sophist; calls for definition in terms of terms that need 
hirther definition; with interpretation and re-interpreta­
tion until, with the identity of opposites., black is white.

But the question, how, calls for method, not explanation 
nor definition. In modern idiom science is the “  know 
how

As Chapman Cohen has said so emphatically “  matter 
doesn’t matter ” . The answer of ’Democritus was 
“  calculable necessity As against gues.sing, calcula­
tion calls for /arbitrary criteria in measurement and an 
abstract concept of motion. The laughing philosopher 
never claimed his atom as anything but a theory, it was 
part of his method. But, confusing theory with fact, even 
mathematicians as with Leibnitz, tried to conceive an 
“  insubstantial mathematical point But it is. even 
more absurd. This insubstantial atom was supposed to 
move in a void. This is as good a definition of nothing as 
the Christian God without body, parts, or passions,. But 
how does this inconceivable insubstantial nonentity come 
to be identified with the hard, solid, concrete stuff called 
“  matter ” ?

The sophist Plato turned everything upside down in a 
world of shadows. He was concerned with reality and 
ideas, Aristotle was. concerned with actuality and motives, 
but the Christian Aquinas was concerned with existence 
and evil. The Christian associates materialism with the 
lusts of the Flesh. The distinction between spiritual and 
material existence comes from Aquinas, not Democritus. 
With the Christian distinction of body and soul Descartes 
“  matter ”  is extended in space, that of Democritus was 
not. It was Descartes method that gave results in physics 
and his exception of the soul was a concession to theology. 
But we need not accept this Thomist argument of 
existence.

To the materialist matter is theoretical and scientific 
method can use any theory, as it docs with the different 
subject matter of the different branches of science. It 
is the method that matters and it is the method of science 
that has increased our knowledge. The method prior to 
Democritus was that of analogy, which was revived by 
Aquinas. To think of man on a mechanistic analogy is 
to use the Thomist unscientific method of analogy to 
which anything is possible and everything is a matter of 
belief and not of knowledge. To the sophist as with 
Bertrand Russell, to whom, analogy is the basis of logic 
“  knowledge is uncertain

The early philosophers searched for one substance, the 
Christian has one answer to every question, but the atoms 
were many. There is no one substance, no one criterion, 
no one panacea, but to our many problems we can apply 
one question, how? The materialist can ask the 
theologian and sophist their own questions, why and 
what? But they can not face the sceptics question, how, 
for to know how is to know. To the sophist, nob knowing 
what, everything is a matter of unaccountable chance, and 
the Christian, not knowing why, adds the adjective blind. 
But the materialist need not defend this “ blind chance” . 
To say things, happen by chance is to say we do not know 
how, hut to the sceptics questions, how do things happen, 
how do we know, and how can we be sure, science gives 
method in observation and test of experience.

The aim of the Ancient Sceptics was to dispel illusion, 
it still is with the modern. Materialism is, not a creed, 
nor a doctrine, it is a cominonsense necessity.

That Democritus was empirical may he seen in the 
following: “  Of all my contemporaries it is I who liavo 
traversed the greater part of the earth, visited the most 
distant regions,, studied climates the most diverse, 
countries the most varied, listened to the most men.”

H. H. PREEGE.
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NIGHTCAP AND HALO
“  Germany is the kingdom of. God.”

— FliAN / SciIAU W ECKKR.
HIGH M il) WAGNER was the Mastersinger of the 
German middle class and their inferiority complex.

Although lie set out as a. radical materialist, lie soon 
became a Germanic jingoist and religious mysticist. 
This change of mind—or rather retrograde development— 
can be explained from two angles: individually and 
historically.

Let us consider the'personal point first.
In his early days, Wagner was far from being an anti- 

Semite; Meyerbeer, the Supreme Pontiff of the world 
of Parisian Opera then, was his model. When in Paris, 
he continuously pestered Meyerbeer with requests for 
recommendations and other forms of assistance. Five 
years after he had signed a letter to him as “  Yours ever­
lastingly indebted, Richard Wagner,”  he was black­
guarding him anonymously in ”  Das JudenHum in dev 
Musik.”  Considering that this genius found his way to 
success blocked by a clique of mediocrities and 
unscrupulous bluffers, many of whom incidentally were 
Jews, his angered outburst could have been excused. 
However, when he had .a free run, his anti-Semitism 
only accentuated.

There seems to ¡be a piquant explanation 'to that. 
Wagner himself had a strong suspicion that he was the 
son of Ludwig Gever, the actor and most intimate friend 
of his mother. With the strong probability that a strain 
of Jewish blood might have defiled his Aryan veins, he 
tried hard to wrap his parentage in a deep mystery. In 
school he went as Richard Geyer and it was only at the 
age of fifteen that lie. resumed—or assumed—-the name 
of Wagner.

It is exactly 11is anti-Semitic raging that raises the 
possibility, insignificant though it be in itself, to the 
level of a strong probability. It is common knowledge 
that fanatics generally come from the ranks, of converts, 
for going to extremes seems to he the safest way to hide 
a personal guilt complex.

Not only in this respect, however, was Wagner the 
embodiment of an inferiority complex.

The last vestiges of feudalism have never been 
(‘radicated in Germany, and every German dreams of 
being, in some way or other, an aristocrat— in spirit or 
blood, individually or collectively. The bourgeois 
revolution was too late and too little, with no time left 
to mature and take root. Halfway the liberal leaders 
noticed the danger signals from revolutionary Paris and 
stopped short on a stage of semi-democracy. German 
geniuses— Goethe not excepted— generally recall the 
mythical figure of a centaur with the upper half an 
Olympic titan, whilst the lower half wags the philistine 
tail.

From his stuffy study bedecked with heavy rugs and 
carpets and cushions and dimmed from silk hangings, 
Wagner, in this stifling environment, sang of the strong 
and healthy, hero, freedom-loving under open skies.

Whilst he himself, fond of his collection of twenty- 
four silk dressing gowns, was all wrapped in luxurious 
silk and velvet, wore coloured satin trousers and jackets 
lined with fur* and wadding—which resulted in several 
attacks of a. skin disease, erysipelas—his characters were 
only concerned about"purity in love or Christian simple- 
heartedness, of “  inner values ”  rather than ol: earthly 
riches. Yet their spendthrift creator continuously 
incurred debts to satisfy his craving for luxury and the 
voluptuous,, and in his effeminacy liked to go about in 
female attire and to he addressed as “  Madam ” 1

At last, the one-time Freethinker, Feuerbaclnaa 
sensualist and apostle of Free Love, took to preaching 
a Germanic Christendom with its very denial of f lfcj 
senses. In “  Parsifal ”  he wallows in humility {liu 
suffering like an ageing whore withdrawing into a Pie' 
tentiously pious repentance, now that life has nothing 
left to offer.

Jn ¡ill this, it. was not so much insincerity on bP 
part but an attempt to compensate for his feeling 0 
inferiority as a. German—and possibly not too pure-bi'et 
Aryan—petty-bourgeois. Significantly, his work registei> 
the trend from Talmi-Liheralism to the threshold 0 
Fascism. A

Freewill can act individually, yet its scope is limit^ 
through the existing raw material, i.e., the historic 
set-up of a given society an individual has to live -nl* 
Wagner’s was that of a belated and all too sud(kn 
industrialisation. Compelled to unite politically for i 11 
sake of world competition, Germany was catching #ll|| 
with the West in enormous strides the impact of wh1 
impressed upon the German mentality. She was a F 
comer in the struggle for world markets and colonleS' 
so she had to he more dynamic than the rest of 
capitalist states. In this era of industrial boom, 0 , 
unparalleled speculating, gambling and profiteering, ‘̂ie 
unscrupulous adventurer becomes the human idealL 
Superman is nothing but the glorification of that cold» 
brutal type who knows how to make money out of human 
bones and considers it his proper right to exploit the

under-dog.”  Add to this the surprise victory of 
Prussia over Louis Napoleon’s corrupt France and y°l1 
have the explanation for the German self-conceit 
“  Herrenvolk ”  (Master race).

Musically, Wagner reflected the disintegration of th( 
old order through Free Competition* under the Profd 
Motive : hence the negation of the old melodious patten1- 
rebuilt around a leitmotiv.

When he wrote his Ring ”  poem (finished by 185'-U 
industrial prosperity had reached its peak and left thl 
impression that he had a clear road to success and po\vel 
who was clever and crafty. The characters of the 
“  Ring ”  represent this amoral type of blend between 
Christian bourgeois and autocratic Junker: they 
greedy, brutal, unscrupulous adventurers in romantic 
disguise-—in short: ** Ring Leaders,”  obsessed by fca1 
from death, decay and corruption.

Still, the frenzy of speculation did not last long, the 
bubble of prosperity and unlimited aggrandisement bur^ 
when, in 1857, already the first crisis came ; the sluinP 
left a morning-after feeling of frustration hidden behind 
an arrogance bordering on megalomania. Trade had 
badly failed the German supermen, so their uniqb^ 
vocation to rule the Universe-had to he proved in m ow  
fields in opposition to the low-minded herd of money' 
grabbers. Wagner, himself in gloomy spirits, set U 
writing his “  Tristan ”  and afterwards retired int° 
Tannlmuser’s “  Venusberg.”  Romantic escapism and 
intoxicating mysticism prevailed.

PERCY G. ROY.
(To be concluded)
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CORRESPONDENCE
TEACH US .MORE

^1Kj—i have been reading The Freethinker regularly now 
,U1 about six weeks and find it very interesting, especially the 
"Coricai articles. But it it is possible I would appreciate 
some scientific articles on atoms, organic evolution, astronomy, 

occasionally.
1 liave been reading parts of Al Koran, and bave come 

across references to the gospel of tlie “  Infancy of Christ ”  
?11(f an apocryphal gospel of Barnabas. 1 expect these works 
a\e been written about in The, Freethinker before, but would 

j°u giVe some of us younger readers the “  gen ’ ’ on the 
Object.—Yours, etc.,

Peter E. Newell.
COMMENT

bin,—Air. Corrick may or may not be in need of support 
i1®11 his “  good friend " Mr. Kent; but if the question the 
b nfr huts {The Freethinker, December 18) is a sample from 
ulk, the remedy seems to be worse than the disease.
In England, the worker is permitted to pay up to 50-60 per 

enC of iiis wages in order to get a roof over his head ; the 
?’0rker in Russia does not have this privilege. Perhaps Mr. 
fj^nt and his “  good friend ”  will enjoy themselves explaining 
t]iat particular aspect of “  Russian tyranny.” —Amours, etc.,

J. Plimmeh.
AIR. WOOD RETURNS

p —Some months ago you asked me to conclude the
, 0 1  controversy because your readers Avere tired of it. I 
??luPlied with your request, yet you continue to allow Mr.

utner, a member of your staff, to carry on with his own 
distorted version of the case with no opposition!

After being accused of dishonesty by Mr. Outner I refused 
"rite anything more for The• Freethinker but now that he 

p ls been allowed to impute fraudulent motives to Mr. Harry 
llcer Mr. Austen (editor of Psychic News), Mr. Charlton, 

""d myself—all trying to fool the public Avith Avhat he declares 
s ‘ an arrant fraud” —I must ask you to allow me the 

importunity of refuting, in your columns, this serious and 
useless charge by publishing this letter.

✓ , l  irst of all I Avould lik e  t o  knoAV ju st Avlien and Avhere Mr.
"trier has ever made me admit (as he claims) that I never 

ja"r the verbatim report of the seance. What I said Avas that 
i did not ha\Te the report in my possession at the time he 
^Landed to see it and so I sent him the only account 1 had 

available—Harry Price’s Sunday Dispatch article.
^eeondly, why does not Mr. Cutner natne the two ladies 

'"ose secret information so much amused him? Or are they 
y raid to còme out in the open? Stabbing in the dark is not 
H honourable occupation anyway.

thirdly, Mr. Paul Tabori, Harry Price’s literary executor, 
¡^"t me a letter apologising for any misunderstanding caused 
i y his original letter to The Freethinker and stating that ho 
>a.d no intention whatever of conveying that the Sunday 
¥ lsPatch article Avas a fake. No one but Mr. Cutner Avould 

interpreted it as such, yet he accused me of using this 
Woe account— u well-knoAving it to have'been a. fake ” —Avith 
^hich to bluff your readers! Mr. Tabori’s letter to me was 
Published in Psychic News (with his permission) so that 
"(dli you and Mr. Cutner Avere able to read it, but you both 
f ry conveniently ignored it and still persist in denouncing 

*ho articlo as a fake.
. fourthly, I did not rush imst-haste to Psychic News, as 
p r• Cutner alleges. He knows this perfectly avcII because 

s}jchic Ncics had previously reprinted some of my Free- 
ninker articles and it Avas only when you informed me of 
J-his that 1 kneAV anything about it. I saw no reason Avhatever 
vhy 1 should not continue to write for that paper if they Avere 
"terested in Avhnt I had to say. And they certainly Avere!
> Fifthly, Mr. Cutner Avrites that 1 “  hurled the Sunday 
} sPatch article at him as infallible proof of the existence 
* spirits.”  Another deliberate falsehood because my quota- 

J1()us from the article Avere made some weeks before Mr. Cutn€,r 
ame into the discussion ! In every article I wrote I stressed 
"e point that I Avas not a confirmed belie\*er in spiritualism 

f b(l merely suggested that Ereetbinkers should preserve an 
JPeii mind on the subject and encourage further enquirv 
What a hope ! J
.Lastly, if Mr. Cutner seriously desires (as he says) to 
ivestigate then Avhy did he turn doAvn the suggestion that 

r< Meeting should be arranged between the medium, Mr. Ian 
 ̂osta (present at the original seance) and ourseRes? His 
?iusa.l speaks for itself. In his latest summing-up Mr. 
"tnor says : “  For my part I am a little tired of this deliber- 

rle fraud.”  This is a serious and actionable accusation. For 
JV Part T am more than tired of Mr. Cutner’s deliberate 

"s-staternents.—Yours, etc., W. H. Wood

M ARXIAN IDEALISM
Silt,—I Avas pleased to see my friend, Mr. F. A. Ridley, in 

his article on “  The Gods Form a United Front ”  make the 
important point that it is against atheism and materialism, 
rather than against Communism as such, that the gods pro­
pose to unite. This is a point hardly ever seen by the 
undialectical materialists of the many Marxian schools of 
thinking.

Intellectual poAver over men’s minds can be and often is just 
as much a poAverful incentive to control social life as economio 
powers: in fact it is often stronger because of its subtle 
Workings and therefore difficulties of direct proof.

What an aAvful neAV unholy trinity Rome, Islam, and 
Communism Avould make. And Avhen I include Communism 
in this I refer not only to the Communist parties as such 
but all the various brands of Marxian idealism Avith Avhich 
I have been in contact.—Tours, etc.,

R obert Reynolds.
CHRISTIAN FORENAMES ?

Silt,—There lias been some response up and doAvn the 
Country (according to the Press) to the question put to th e  
Home Secretary by Air. Marshall, AI.P. for Bodmin, concern­
ing the alteration in the style of the neAV electoral registration 
form s, Avhich call fo r  one’s forenames instead of Christian 
names, as heretofore. Mr. Ede then assured the House th a t 
it Avas in order as, “  not all forenames are Christian names.”

Nevertheless, yielding to pressure from church interests, it 
is probabl© that the forms Avill be reprinted Avith the style 
“  Christian or other forenames.”  X  profound mistake, I fear, 
as the real position—in my estimation—is rather as put in 
two letters I sent to Romford papers. The News Chronicle 
aeknoAvledged, but did not print, my letter to them. I hope 
to get out a circular on these matters, and thereAvith petition 
the Home Secretary through the local M.P., Dr. Eric Fletcher.

You may also be interested to hear that I have been in 
correspondence Avith (.’anon T. B. Scrutton, Vicar of Kingston 
and Canon of Southwark, concerning his £5 challenge to 
anybody to prove that the C'Lurch is subsidised by the State. 
It is a public matter for full debate in Parliament Avhon dis­
establishment and dis-endoAvment of the Church come up for 
settlement. Meanwhile I Iuxac referred him to Lloyd George’s 
speech on dis-endowment in connection Avith the Welsh Church 
Measure, House of Commons, May 16, 1912.—Yours, etc.,

H. E. Evans.
[The letters referred to were excellent examples of Air. 

Evans’ forceful arguments.—Editor.]

LECTURE NOTICES, ETC.
Indoor

Bradford Branch N.S.S. (Science Room, Mechanics’ Institute). 
—Sunday, 6.45 p.ttw: Debate: “  Does Man Have Free 
W ill? ”  A ff.: ATr. R. ,1. Day. N cg .: Air. H. Day.

Conway Discussion Circle (Conway Hall, Red Lion Square, 
W.C. 1).—Tuesday, January 10, 7 p .m .: u Ethics and 
Modern Thought.”  Air. Geo. E. O’Dell.

GlasgOAv Secular Society (McLellan Galleries, Sauchiehall 
Street)— Sunday, 7 p.m.: tl Christians and the Animal 
World.”  Air. R. N. H amilton.

LoAvisham and District Branch X.S.S. (Hope Hotel, 73, Loam- 
pit Yale, S.E.)—Sunday, 7-15 p .m .: “  Political Catholic­
ism.”  Air. F. A. R idley.

Manchester Branch X.S.S. (The International-Club, 64, George 
Street).—Sunday, 7 p.m .: A Lecture. Air. Salt.

Nottingham Cosmopolitan Debating Society (Technical College,
Shakespeare Street)__Sunday, 2.30 p .m .: “  Current
Affairs.”  Sir Robert Cary.

South Place Ethical Society (Conway Hall, Red Lion Square
W.C. 1)__Sunday, 11 a .m .: “  Psychology and Ethics.”
Professor J. C. Flugel, D.Sc.

West London Branch N.S.S. (Laurie Arms, CraAvford Place, 
EdgAvare Road, W. 1).—Sunday, 7.15 p .m .: Annual General 
Meeting.

Outdoor
Kingston Branch N.S.S. (Castle Street).—Sunday, 7-30 p .m .: 

Air. J. Barker.
Alanchester Branch N.S.S. (Bombed site, St. Mary’s Gate).— 

Lectures every lunch hour, 1 p.m. : AiessrS. E. Billing 
and G. W oodcock.

North London Branch N.S.S. (White Stone Pond, Hampstead 
Heath).—Sunday, 12 noon Mr. L. Ebury.

Sheffield Branch N.S.S. (Barkers Pool).—Sunday, 7 p.m. : 
Air. A. Samms.
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S p e c i a l l y  S e l e c t e d  E s s a y s  by 

Chapman Cohen

ESSAYS IA 
FItEETlIINKINCi

in Four Volumes
•

Each Contains Single 2/6
160 Pages The Four Volumes 10/-

LIFT UP YOUR HEADS
An Anthology for Freethinkers

William Kent,
. . .  an antidote, as the items collected from writers 
major and minor, all have a tonic quality

LITERARY GUIDE
William Kent, depressed by the Morning Radio “  Lift 
up your Hearts! ”  comes back pugnaciously with Lift up 
your Heads

JOHN O'LONDON
This acid collection should be salutary and stimulating 
reading for Christians and Non-Christians alike

FORWARD
This seems to me to be excellent reading

MARJORIE BOWEN

400 Quotations from 167 Authors 
Fully Indexed and Classified

From all Booksellers

Cloth 5s. Postage 3d. Paper 3s. 6d

Have You Got Your

NSS HANDBOOK
Yet? ■

No Freethinker should be without it 
Packed with useful and vital information• • V ' < 4 » . - '

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

of the N SS, etc.

32 pages Post Free 7d.

The Freethought Case simply and concisely put

Propagfanda Leaflets
Ideal for 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.

1 ' *
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

January 8. 1950

THE AGE OF REASON
By THOMAS PAINE

The book that has survived over a century of abuse 
and misrepresentation.

Includes a critical introduction and life by Chapman 
Cohen and a reproduction of a commemoration plaque 
subscribed by American soldiers in this country.

230 pages. Price, cloth, 3s. Paper, 2s. Postage 3d.

THE EVOLUTION 
OF THE PAPACY

by F. A . R I D L E Y

Author of Julian the Apostate, The Jesuits, etc

The author traces in scholarly fashion the 
origin and history of the Papacy down to our 
own day. He points out that a unique feature 
of modern civilisation is the spread of 
irreligion, not, as hitherto, among the 
aristocratic cliques or solitary pioneers but 
among the masses.

The Literary Guide.

Price i f Stiff Cover 
80 pages Postage i\d.

By the author of “ The Myth of the Mind ”

PSYCHO-ANALYSIS
A MODERN DELUSION

Frank Kenyon
A drastic and devastating analysis 
of the claim; of psycho-analysis

150 Pages. Cloth Bound 5/-. Postage 3d.
From all Booksellers or direct from The Pioneer Press

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

Specially compiled for easy reference. For 
Freethinkers and inquiring Christians

9th edition. 2nd printing. 176 pages.

Price 3s . ,  Cloth only. Postage 2\d.

Printed and Published by the Pioneer Prew (G. W. Foot« and Company Limited), 41, Gray’s Inn Road, London, W.O. L


