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Mu p
: H. A mphlett M icklewright in his recent article 

3rdv is io n  and the School” (Views and Opinions, April
of tL raises some interesting points about the working 
H0Wee Provisions on religion of the 1944 Education Act. 
his Ver he is treading upon very dangerous ground in 
says ? ^ e n ts  upon Roman Catholic teachers, where he 
pe0Di"at “Roman Catholics are not a suitable group of 
The rf •to k.c found teaching in the state schools . . .
i>res$ed'nt we  ̂ ’m' V I E WS  AND

Freedom in
B y

dors 'V uP°n school gover- 
adv ’J,0cai authorities and 
With01, rs w*10 have to do 
teach;the appointment of 
that n? sta«s” f consider 
again„tany discrimination 
grouna teachers on religious 
Propgp8 ^u ld  be most im-

'̂ ïhfof
!r»«nJ,Cd, teachers
to j s or opinion. Moreover, no group would be likely 
diScrĵ c niore than secularists if the principle of non- 
°̂nian r  l‘0n were abandoned, for let’s face it—the 

eduon. Catholic Church has far more supporters on local 
‘ Jtl in commit -
shoni.?U, bclicvers is that professional competence alone

The fact that this is illegal is perhaps the best 
'y the .e 1944 Act, and it would be strongly opposed 

. ational Union of Teachers, which has firmly 
threatened with discrimination on

were abandoned, for -le t’s face it—the
-uUcat ---- —>c Church has far more supporters on local
for n 1 committees than we have. The only safeguard 
Sh°uldh cl'evers ‘s that professional competence alo 

P° considered in appointments and promotions.
Mr f tP ? *

*° lav ^'cTlcwright seems to advocate constant vigilance 
[eli8i^ r niP,aint? against teachers for petty breaches of 
°elieVe s , .neutrality. As a secularist teacher, I firmly 
°f edu(. s attitude to be contrary to the interests both 
|° offera:l°n and of freethought. A teacher must be free 
•°r eXam l ^est *ie l125, as sees **• to PuPils- M» 
lP his C’ lace(i with problems of racial antagonism 
J4ildren asfs> Presents his own belief that all alike are 
S s 0r Pf God, he should not be harassed with accusa- 
> assist Christian character-building” . Teachers have 
They c y°ung people to face the problems of adult life. 
j‘r>ythin[,nnoft .so adequately if they arc afraid to reveal 
°ecaUse t  l -’c'r own personal opinions and attitudes 
^ aP. °* 'vilch-hunts against Christians or any other

J1̂ tim!ar'sj;s have more to fear than anyone from witch-
fV°ul(l Ine ^ n- infringement of the freedom of teachers 
t?v°üre(| Kllab,y discourage the presentation of views not 
fUt'e to te ^ il^C Establishment. Mr. Micklewright’s atti- 
/ ai}k (jjs‘le 'ers would place obstacles in the way of any 
Nifical ..?1U.SSI0HS on sex education and morality, on.̂ » ,‘Veil H ty ,J . ova vuuvuuvii
..ejects it • S09 al.issues, and on religion, for on all these 

S u t  nJ s impossible to say anything of any value 
J h i s is i er,tdlng someone.
J ’Pplain f c°urse, to say that parents should never 
tr°Jcct ¡n A' teachers’ religious expressions. We should 
C r ^  by possible terms if children are dis-
[ - mui, ta^  °f hell or gruesome accounts of the 
i^chers r-r niartyrdoms. Above all we should protest

if
v'ew

'ion
• .. ••“ “ i j i u u u i h .  n u u v e  a n  >vg siiwuiu p i u i g o i

or j 11eule or in any way victimise pupils whose 
n°se parents’ views, differ from their own.

Religion aside, any discriminatory attitude towards his 
pupils is atrocious conduct in a teacher.

Our opposition to Catholic influence in education should 
be directed against the very existence of the denomina
tional schools, mostly Roman Catholic, where the state 
authorises and finances the indoctrination of children, 
under the supervision of the Church authorities, with all 
alternative points of view rigorously excluded. This mon- 

. * • ? strous evil we should expose
O P I N I O N S  - and oppose in every pos-

' ■ 1 sible way.
Denominational Schools

t h e  S c h o o l  11 is surprising that so
many non-believers attack 
primarily religious obser- 

M A R G A R E 1  M c 1L R O Y vances in ordinary schools
::i rather than the principle of 

denominational schools. This is probably because it is 
religion in non-denominational schools that affects us as 
parents. Perhaps we worry unduly about this. Free- 
thinking parents, unless their relationship with their 
children is unhappy for some quite different reason, surely 
have more influence than the wishy-washy platitudes sung 
at school assemblies. School religion is unlikely to be 
taken seriously unless it merely reinforces home teaching. 
Perhaps also some of us keep quiet about denominational 
schools because these are so strongly entrenched, no politi
cal party daring to attack them for fear of the Catholic 
vote. However, we must campaign constantly against 
them, as the Roman Catholic Church is constantly press
ing for larger grants to enable it to increase the number 
of its schools.
Anglicans

There are now signs that Anglicans, worried by the 
Roman Catholic advance, are trying to build more schools 
of their own. If they are successful, this could mean the 
ridiculous situation of three schools for the same district, 
with children segregated on religious lines. This would 
be a disaster. Religious differences are always a socially 
disruptive force, and the more contact is limited between 
people of different religions the worse for the community. 
Our schools should be places where children work and 
play together, and are enabled to overcome the prejudices 
of their parents—not places where prejudices are imposed. 
We should lose no opportunity of finding allies in the 
fight against denominational schools, particularly among 
Nonconformists, who do not enjoy seeing the spread of 
Roman Catholic and Church of England schools. 
Catholics

The Catholic Church presents its demand for more 
schools as democratic, and represents Catholic parents as 
desperately anxious that their children should have the 
benefits of a Catholic education. One suspects that 
parents may be much less eager for this than the Church 
would like, and that many only send their children to 
Catholic schools out of fear of the priest. Freedom to the 
Catholic Church, usually means freedom for it to impose 
its regulations on at least its own members, rather than 
for them individually to obey it or not as they wish. (One 
notes the recent closing by the Governor of the Seychelles
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—a Catholic—of a family planning clinic, on the grounds 
that 90 per cent of the population are Roman Catholic.) 
We must insist that a democratic school system does not 
mean separating children into denominational schools, but 
having schools in which Catholic teachers and pupils have 
the same rights as everyone else, and can work without 
fear of discrimination.

We should not assume that everyone who gives his re
ligion as Roman Catholic is an agent of “clerical fascism”,

a supporter of Franco, and a stooge of the priest. MallJ 
English Catholics are critical of Vatican policies; m'!11- 
more are ordinary people, no more obsessed with religl0_ 
than are the majority of nominal Protestants. To iplr°| 
duce discrimination against Catholics in profession 
employment could only assist the efforts of the denofflin 
tional schools to make Catholics think of themselves 8 
Catholics first, and as teachers, citizens and human being 
only afterwards.

1964

The Priests H ave Been W orking O vertim e
By TED GOMM

Easter is over and the priests in Italy must be giving a 
sigh of relief, for they have been working overtime 
assisting at the rites of the Catholic Church.

Not only dp they have to perform monotonous and 
wearisome perambulations of the stations of the cross, 
each of them also has to listen to hundreds of confes
sions ! Every practising Catholic is expected to go to 
confession before Good Friday and as there are millions 
of such in Italy —  even the most casual ones seem to 
perform this duty —  the priests have been kept very 
busy. No doubt they have also, at times, found it very 
interesting!

The ordinary confessionals in the churches are com
pletely inadequate for this huge task, and I saw in many 
churches near Rome, before I arrived there the Tuesday 
before Easter, improvised confessionals near each of the 
numerous altars. A chair for the priest and a chair 
reversed in front of him for the confessor was all that 
was needed, and at every one of these “confessionals” 
a queue of people awaited their turn.

In Santa Maria Maggiore, that magnificent edifice in 
Rome, I counted at least a dozen people in each of the 
twenty queues waiting to make confession! The youths 
in the queues chatted gaily and smiled at jokes passed 
by their friends, and the women and girls conversed 
pleasantly while they waited. When their turn came 
they knelt before the priest, recited their sins, listened to 
his harangue, rose, knelt before an altar for a few 
moments, crossed themselves, curtseyed and then went 
out into the bustle of the city quite relieved — perhaps 
pausing for a few moments to chat with an acquaintance 
who had just arrived and was in the act of taking “holy” 
water to cross herself.

I have on many occasions — for I visit most churches 
to see the works of art they contain — seen women break 
into conversation with their friends while crossing them
selves with holy water. Recently I noticed an elderly 
woman reciting her rosary and glancing round every 
minute or so at another, kneeling in front of the statue 
of a saint. As soon as her friend rose she hurried over 
to exchange some news with her —  keeping the Virgin, 
or God, waiting for the rest of the rosary until she had 
imparted her earthly message to her terrestrial friend.

I was intrigued on two occasions to see a man, still 
wearing his mackintosh, assisting the village priest at the 
evening service and then going round to collect money 
from the faithful who were using the chairs provided. At 
one such service I was surprised to hear a “piping” voice 
accompanying the priest and spotted a very small boy 
sitting on the altar steps beside the priest. He just 
repeated any phrases he knew at the top of his voice. A 
man in the front row leant forward and nudged him every 
time he had to ring the twin bells as signals to the

congregation to rise or kneel. It’s all so delight ■ 
casual! *

If you are busy or have been shopping you just & 
into the church at any stage of the ceremony, listen 
a couple of minutes, and having crossed yourself. PL 
up your shopping and happily go home to prepare 
evening meal. sS

The lengthy task of performing the stations of the c j .  
is so tiring that laymen — and women — are et 
recruited to read out the passages, while a group of e*1 
boys pass from each of the stations carrying a black } 
before them. In one church two boys each carrying 
pole surmounted with a lantern containing a lit can' ’ 
walked beside their comrade with the cross; this man  ̂
pleasant scene in the dimly lit church with its elevCIL  
century mosaics in the apse and its double row of antl.L to 
columns purloined from a Roman temple dedicate 
some pagan god or deified emperor. lfe

The representations of the stations of the cross 
infinite in their variety — sometimes a plaque vV't jes- 
number of the station followed by a short sentence 0 ^ 
cribing it, otherwise an amazing variety of every tyPe 
material, the most modern being in plastic. .ft-

In the full ceremony the procession of priest and c ’ j, 
boys stops at each station and, after a chant, in 'yjjji 
the audience may or may not join, the priest reads d  ¡$ 
incident ascribed to the station from a testament: 111 
followed by prayers, when all kneel and repeat the jt 
ponses in various tones and at varying speeds. ^  ^  
least five minutes is spent at each station and thetS0flC 
fourteen, the whole proceedings take well over 
hour. _ trial

As mentioned above, if you are busy with t-errt fttf 
affairs you just drop in for a couple of stations d  sjs, 
stage of the ceremony convenient for you. The P^y, 
however, have to remain throughout and that ¡s 
after hearing all those confessions, I am sure that ft  
are sighing with relief now that Easter is over. f ' j f t '  
the choirboys, they just rush straight out of church j* f t  
wards to continue the inevitable game of football t® ft) 
piazza in front of the church. The ceremony has n 
been an interruption of their game.

T he annuai
NSS ANNUAL CONFERENCE ^ f t )

conference of the National Secular So ^  
will be held on Whit Sunday in the Secular .jj,

:ular S<J ft
Hall on ft

Leicester, at the invitation of Leicester Secular 
It will be preceded by a reception in the H a l^ ^  ^
Saturday evening, and will be followed by an °Pc'f t  
meeting. I he Conference is, of course, for NSS na ^  
only. Further details may be obtained from the 
Secretary, Mr. W. J. Mcllroy, 103 Borough High J 
London, S.E.I.
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S ayin g  Your Prayers
By REGINALD UNDERWOOD

“If s neither prayer nor providence but a load o’ muck^  , - -•‘•IX pi 1 1W1 piWVlUWllW UUl C*. 1UUU V
ne ip S d'” outsP°'ien old farmer told the reverend 
fQn lcrr>an who was officiously handing out pious reasons 
0 a 8°od crop. The farmer evidently set more store 
of h knowledge of earthly experience than the ignorance 
best CaVenly rising. But although experience is the 
has teac^ers> experience, like most teachers, often 
so Mi116 uncornmonly dull pupils. And there are none 
star' * aS they wFl°  wonT learn. In spite of the stark 
heeln âct tbat Prayers by the shoal go blatantly un- 
Prav ’ many PeoPje still continue unabashed to say their 
Han fS — though’t must be conceded that there are also 
pra y Pe°ple who will say anything rather than their 
in„ fer.s- The commonest explanation for this disconcert- 
is&a • re pf response from the Almighty is, that there 
of V|.ta' difference between the mere mechanical action 
Cen.ayi.n8 your prayers and the profound spiritual con- 
iDu ,atl9n which is the open sesame to genuine com- 

jcatujn. That may do for those who are able to 
those i  ^Ut not everybody can accept it, even among 
of l ^ho, in their day and way, have done their share 
that ° . ay*n8 and Praying- T°r ^ cannot be denied 
by a ay‘n8 and praying are equally liable to be dashed 
f°r juPntplete lack of recognition. One delightful reason 
sornet‘IS *S’ l^at ^ od always does answer prayer, but 
find; 'nies the answer is No. Trust a theologian for 
She w a Way out — and then calling it a right of way. 
Parse aS- ,a knowing old lady who, when she lost her 

^ nSU|d she hoped it wouldn’t be found by a theologian. 
d°p larl on bis knees has been not inaptly likened to a 
seems nf ltS bind *eSs- H could be added that the dog 
that js °  si10w superior sense in sitting up to something 
Buchanat Cast more apprehensible than thin air. John 
Ho jn n- ®nce described an atheist as somebody who had 
known t n  m?ans °f support. (John Blunt has been 
Wen on ° .c.r‘be theists —  some theists — as doing very 
*dea of •n° .v.'sible means of support.) However, Buchan’s 
to RanInVASlF'e suPP°rt bears far too strong a resemblance 
t° carrJ ^ nderson’s idea of the Emperor’s new clothes 
a,*aysyfumuch we'gbt- It is true that the invisible is not 
the n0n . n°u-existent, but it is well to remember that 
follows ex,stent's always the invisible. The begging dog 
visib]e —a natPral canine instinct. He sticks to what is 
?ub.natn ,0r its equivalent. The kneeling man follows a 
"!visibic'ra nauman delusion. He submits himself to the 
view q-fj ,,ut f°r all Francis Thompson’s “Invisible we 
r en shown t 1 ue invisible in this connection has never 
Poq rp, n to be anything but a wish-begotten self-decep- 
abases ti-e do" may cringe before a man, but the man 
r and o ? 186!  bef° re a myth. This, of course, will 
fPuted eu  l3s been botly, though always undecisively, 
Hed, q  11 has never been coldly and conclusively re- 

°n our ijjj^  11 Js- we may all safely promise to go down
Now ifnees with due gratitude — if any is due. 

rn8enciere ?n. one cbance in a hundred the desire that 
’cd, thenU u Prayer by some coincidence becomes grati- 
?raci0uslv lbat- needless to say, is proof that God has 
's answeL  ISt̂ ned and favourably replied. The prayerth: (mu .avuu .au .y  .cpi-cu. f “ c 

e Z ? ed- If on the remaining ninety-and-mne chances
Goq ?ult »  nil, we still have the same sort of Pr®°f ̂  
aS Vs i. ^ithholdcn instead of granted, becau^  G 
fecom tunows best. Or nearly always, fo r  *t is o 

|L at devout worshippers have been hea 
here are occasions when they know even better, as

when the old Wee-Free prayed: “Grant O Lord that we 
may be in the right as Thou knowest we shall never change 
our minds.” Whether or not, the kind of proof here 
advanced is quite beyond the skill of any Freethinker 
and is not amenable to Freethought kind of test. Sceptics, 
therefore, have no option but to take it or leave it on 
their own responsibility. The method by which such 
proof is established may be considered by normal logicians 
as exhibiting a rum sort of logic, but it is a thoroughly 
typical example of the best theologic. (And if “theologic” 
is not in the dictionary, so much the worse for the 
dictionary.)

There are ways in which praying does indeed look 
very like a game of chance. You plump your request 
and hope for the best. Praying attracts some minds as 
gambling attracts others. The extraordinary thing is that, 
with rare exceptions, no amount of disappointment ever 
seems to bring disillusionment. Both praying and gambling 
appear to lead to the sort of unbreakable habit which it 
is difficult to regard as anything but a vicious appetite. 
It grows with what it feeds upon. It is a state of mind 
sadly unable to put up any rational resistance. The 
gambler will stake his money on a horse. The suppliant 
stakes his faith on the unseen. If a well-balanced ex
perience condemns gambling as a mug’s game, it can 
hardly be blamed if it repudiates praying as a dupe’s 
pastime. Just as it requires no Socrates to demonstrate 
that no horse ever runs as fast as the money that is put 
on it, so it needs no Solomon to show that no power 
humanly conceivable could ever keep pace with the im
possibly conflicting demands laid upon it as prayers. 
While Catholic Peter is imploring God through Our Lady 
that so-and-so may speedily come to pass, Protestant Paul 
is beseeching God through Our Lord that the very same 
so-and-so may be for ever frustrated. Two adversaries 
simultaneously apply for a crushing victory over each 
other. J. C. Squire was thus moved to express an 
agnostic’s ironic sympathy with the divine dilemma :

To God the embattled nations sing and shout,
God save England and God save the king,
God this, God that and God the other thing.
“Good God,” said God, “I’ve got my work cut out.”

We have constantly been informed by all sorts of reli
gious instructors that there is no limit to the reach and 
power of prayer. We are not informed how this is known 
or what exactly it means. Romish prayers, for instance, 
are far from being the monopoly of God Almighty. They 
may be addressed to that rather mixed-up lady elegantly 
known as the BV, or to any of the large assortment of 
saints manufactured, hall-marked and guaranteed by the 
canon. The saints come cheapest if the votive candle 
usually offered to them is anything to go by. As we may 
expect, that vested interest of a wily and ambitious priest
hood, the Roman Catholic Church, practises the worst 
extravagances. Romanists do not stop at the living. With 
equal assurance they offer prayers for the dead, although 
no more than anybody else can they possibly know any
thing of the dead beyond that they are dead. Nevertheless, 
at an early date, some bright intelligence thought up the 
useful idea of a posthumous region called Purgatory, 
through which the souls of the departed must pass on 
an interim purgation. This might be entirely visionary, 
but there was nothing visionary about the very solid 

(Concluded on page 140)
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This Believing World
One of the laymen chosen by ATV to tell us why he 
believes in Christianity was the distinguished actor, Mr. 
Andrew Cruickshank, whose performances in Dr. Finlay’s 
Casebook have made him popular all over the country. 
Mr. Cruickshank scorned any presentation of a simple 
evangelical faith, and chose to give us the “Existential” 
view of Christianity. So we had plenty of “Existential” 
terms such as “paradox”, “contradiction”, and so forth, 
strung together so that, while Dr. Billy Graham might 
convert Christians to Christianity, Mr. Cruickshank was 
much more likely to put them off.

★

He constantly referred to “the man on the Cross” though 
in almost the same breath he would insist that “Christ was 
God”—meaning, of course, that he was “the Creator” of 
the universe. The “paradox” was (we assume) that a 
“man on the cross” could have created the Universe. We 
do not guarantee this interpretation, for it would be diffi
cult to conceive anything more confused that Mr. Cruick- 
shank’s Christianity.

★

A “merger” has been arranged between the Anglican 
Parish Church of St. Mary’s, Woolwich, and the Presby
terian Church of St. Andrew’s—a “go-ahead” towards 
unity at last. Indeed, so pleased is the Rector of St 
Mary’s, the Rev. N. Stacey, that he said (Daily Mail, 
April 9th), “Personally I would be delighted if a non- 
Christian found God through Presbyterianism”. We 
have an idea that he would be happy if a non-Christian 
found God anyhow—but why does he not himself try 
his hand at converting unbelievers, using both Anglican 
and Presbyterian arguments—free-will and predestination 
—together.

★

Following many many years behind Freethinkers, a Con
gregational minister, the Rev. R. Duce, has discovered 
that “funeral customs are barbaric” . Why he asks (Daily 
Mail, April 8th) should there be a “ritual” at the graveside 
at all? An ornate coffin is quite unnecessary, and “the 
way we perpetuate and linger over all the various stages 
of burial ritual is primitive and quite unnecessary” . Need
less to add that the director of a funeral firm disagrees 
completely with Mr. Duce—“He has no right to tell 
people where to get off” is surely a gleam of humour in 
a gloomy subject.

Although the fight to make contraceptive information
legal has been won, there are still some people who object 
to contraceptives being sold, and nothing seems to rouse 
their wrath more than sales from slot machines in cafes 
or even in lavatories. But—horror of horrors!—these 
machines may even be allowed by law—according to Mr. 
Brooke the Home Secretary—“in areas used by teenagers” .

★

Actually, the sale of contraceptives was forbidden by “a
model by-law drawn up in 1949” which prohibits their 
sale in “streets, forecourts, or entrances to buildings”. 
In Parliament, Mr. Ben Parkin seemed to object to the 
installation of 100 machines for such sales in the aforesaid 
areas. It was interesting to find Mr. Brooke declaring 
that there was nothing to prevent these machines being 
installed. The fight for the right of people to limit their 
families — a fight which Charles Bradlaugh courageously 
waged over 80 years ago — may not yet be won, but it is 
very nearly. And it has been a fight against the fiercest 
Christian opposition backed by the law.

SAYING YOUR PRAYERS
(Concluded from page 139) .

cash return that soon began to accrue from the sale 
special prayers to help afflicted souls get through l*1̂  
purging with a maximum of dispatch and a minimum 
discomfort. The living were given every encourage11' -  
to buy masses for their dead. For no matter how D 
you are the tough old Romish conscience never hesita 
to pray for you as long as it can prey on you. ^

If Protestants are less accommodating, they are on 
whole less mercenary. Even that C of E minority w 
are neither Catholic nor Protestant and whom  ̂
Guardian delightfully, though misprintedly, recently 1 
ferred to as Angelicans, do not so openly retail 11
prayers on a commercial basis. Non-conformists PU( 
themselves on putting praying before saying, 
prayers are mostly extemporary. Apart from the 1^ ^

n oflS 
-if ted 11

-Prayer they rarely recite set pieces. They pray with
their hearts and — hardly with all their minds. An1 ’ 
them it is a distinction to be what is called “g ifte^
prayer,” which apparently means the ability to Pr0 0[ 
the richest feast of unreason with the warmest 
soulfulness. But since prayers have the advantage of & J  
immune from any measurable indication of their su-& 
or failure, nobody can prove that the fervour pul J  
them is repaid by the favour got out of them. i*1101̂  
prayers may avoid liturgical aridity, but they, too, . 
very easily into the familiar stereotyped jargon that  ̂
be every bit as mechanical without being every bl 
professional.

Such criticism would no doubt be enough to pr° |)0. 
one of those tedious reiterations of the wondrous Pŝ 0te 
logical value of prayer. But such value is too / en, 0{ 
from any real assessment to enter into consideration
the more literal and practical aspects of prayer. . 
value which probably manifests itself more strong1̂ ,  
that invariably impassioned, often grotesque and, t0 ¡s$. 
siders, always repellent form of prayer known as Prj|oSe 
For those whose souls do not magnify the Lord and ^  ¡j 
spirits are unable to rejoice in God their saviour- 
difficult to understand, let alone sympathise wit*1 l6. 
fawning, the flattering, the cravcnly ingratiating 
ness — Godfearing is the word for it — that goes W 
the guise of glorifying God. No God worth the 
G he is given could ever desire or appreciate such ŝ olj)d 
tribute. No man without hidebound prepossessions
pay £  • „ ,  real ^This world, on inescapable evidence, is a cruelly ‘
pointless purgatory for the bulk of mankind. 
Christianity testifies, it is to be taken as .the. w > ;  
work of the Christian creator, then no wonder that * ,gt 
tive poet A. E. Housman dubbed the Christian 
brute and blackguard. No wonder such a creator’s gr 
ing eulogists suggest the dog on its hind legs if

l i * ™
of so much prayerful adulation had indeed an obJe an)' 
personal existence, it would stiff be impossible l0*f ef  
man in possession of a free intelligence and a c’e «¿ft 
to look upon the world as it is and not think

It >s ‘

wagging and tail wagging can be callously akin ¡̂pjeh1 
we knew what we cannot know, that the intended

of its author as a this, that and the other old-
this is a highly respectable journal. For the tirnei6t 
it may perhaps at this point be more discreet to 
matter drop.

_  WITHOUT COMMENT ,
The Bishop of Coventry, Dr. Cuthbert Bardslcy, led PLpci** 
“humble thanks for the life and work of William

— The Guardian (2//



Iav- Mav 1st. 1964 T H E  F R E E T H I N K E R 141Hid

THE FREETHINKER
103 Borough H igh Street, London. S.E.l 

 ̂ T elephone: HOP 2717

Lan be obtained through any newsagent or will 
rate s . 1iarued direct from the Publishing Office at the following 
In I; r n.e year. £1 17s. 6d.; half-year, 19s.: three months, 9s. 6d.

• and Canada: One year, $5.25, half-year, $2.75; three 
Z ni,U- $1-40).

the p °T lllerature should be sent to the Business Manager of 
Oetaii l°neer Press, 103 Borough High Street, London, S.E. 1.
°bl,

e,tih nt .— ’ — ------- »....... o-------- . --------- ---------■ oj membership of the National Secular Society may be° lQ in p  /  * o t u j/  u j  u i c  i v u i i u i i u i  o  e c u  m i  j c / u c i /  u i u y  i - c

S,£ ] . ' ro[n_ the General Secretary, 103 Borough High Street,
tquiries regarding Bequests and Secular Funeral Services 

5 IOU'd also be made to the General Secretary, N.S.S.

Lecture Notices, Etc.
Edinu OUTDOOR

evening1. *Jranch NSS (The Mound).—Sunday afternoon and 
Undo., „ Messrs. Cronan, McRae and Murray 

(foarbl■ ranches—Kineston. Marble Arch. Norles—Kingston, Marble Arch, North London:
" ‘ '  ■■ ‘ “  ‘ W.Barked ^ rch). Sundays, from 4 p.m.: Messrs. L. Ebury, J. 

(Tow»»’ «.’„?• Wood. D. H. Tribe, J. A. Millar.
. Bariccd “ ill). Every Thursday, 12—2 p.m.: Messrs. J. W. 
^ 2 „ , ani  L- Ebury.
^ venings “ ranc*1 NSS (Ear Park, Victoria Street,) Sunday

. 1 ®ranch NSS (Pierhead).—Meetings: Wednesdays,
North ! ';  Sundays, 7 30 p.m.
v Everv ond°n Branch NSS (White Stone Pond, Hampstead).— 
NottinBham dn y' noon: L- Ebury.

I p . m- T »ancE NSS (Old Market Square), every Friday, 
• *• M. Mosley.

Binni INDOOR
^undavanl i ^ rancE NSS (Midland Institute, Paradise Street), 

d inform” May 3rd, 6.45 p.m.: Dr. M. Cole, “Abortion Law
8r{8htonm

House Hotel, 
Annual

M°ntcnin-nd Hove Humanist Group (Arnold Hoi 
,, Generai si Eerrace), Sunday, May 3rd, 5.30 p.m.:
Parish Ch MUEET1NG.

B p.m ,U Puttenham (near Guildford), Friday, May 1st, 
®econd nf t VID Tribe, “X-ray Vision or Simply Blind”? 

01 t°ur lectures.)

“0h Notes and News
rcview ofRnA-eXC-laimed Philip Toynbee, in his Observer 
^as referrir °lec{ions to Humanism last November. He
°rnier edit”1̂  l°  l*le contribution by Kingsley Martin, 

9s "treadin ° h,°  ̂ l*lc New Statesman whom he described 
filing gait r 16 Worn rationalist path with the familiar 
.^orn qLi,, a rather worn old rationalist” . Mr. Martin’s 
hN ,  Fra7n /? -? n̂ liS,n was to point out that Darwin, 
Pat exclm,er a?c* Hreud had “taught us to think in a way] r,- . _ the Qfrtrt! mnnhind Konnn innr f 1a /M1

tver.and and f0|S l lC story that mankind began four thou- 
e creator! L êars ago >n the Garden of Eden; that we 

y a God of Wrath and Mercy . . .  ” ,MrV|R. T0yn *
in 'U Mr.' lyi’ We,were interested to note, has now follow- 

the /VeH, ortm’s footsteps and, appropriately enough, 
°°ae a . a,esman (17 /4 /641  Havintr rocontlv nnder-0, ,e a Proctat 'man (!7 /4 /64). Having recently
thu% about his °Pcrat'on’ Mr- Toynbee wrote courage-
a ' ”* old ovfn con(Jition and sympathetically about 

j Peculiarlv uv ‘n .l*1e urological ward with him. Citing 
Hell», 'Bering passage of Catcli-22” in whicho n , H e l l e r  ‘ st.eirin8 passage -----------  _

Jr,- . monstrrsc- -ntlenins a creator who decreed, “among 
saifries and k.!tle.?: that old people should suffer the 
¡ « [ h a t  he ha F'jl'ations of incontinence”, Mr. Toynbee 

Particul t>een ?iven a opportunity for judg- 
ion c^Perii'3  ̂ nian'f station of the creator’s plans for 
Or ^ t  God “ 'Ce *lac  ̂ done nothing to change his opin- 
addpriIri0nster” npUst either an invention or a bungler 

■ “the urol Vdn al the best of times. Mr. Toynbee 
l0gical ward of a hospital is bound to be

a place which reflects little credit on the hypothetical 
creator” .

*r
F rom “ worn” to “old-fashioned” . Whenever cricics 
use the latter word, said Kenneth Tynan, “you may begin 
to suspect that they have been outraged to the core of 
their being . . . ” . Mr. Tynan was writing about Nigel 
Dennis’s play, The Making of Moo at the Royal Court 
Theatre, London, in 1957, and his review is reprinted in 
the recent Pelican, Tynan on Theatre. What shocked the 
other critics was, as Mr. Tynan said, “not the novelty of 
Mr. Dennis’s ideas, but the novelty of hearing them in 
a theatre” . Most of the reviews paid no attention to the 
truth or falsity of the ideas but “devoted themselves to 
the totally irrelevant question of whether or not they 
would ‘give offence’.” Like T he Freethinker, Mr. Tynan 
welcomed The Making of Moo as a pioneer work. And we 
can’t leave his review without quoting Mr Tynan’s def
inition of agnosticism: “that cloak under which atheists 
gain admission to the Royal Enclosure.”

★
L ay preachers and pastors are now the mainstay of 
the 3,000 Congregational churches in England and Wales, 
according to a report issued by the Congregational Union. 
Ordained ministers number only 1,300, and “there is 
little likelihood of this number being increased to cover 
all the churches” (The Guardian, 20/4/64). Last year, 
260 new registrations were received. The laymen are there
fore essential if the churches are to be maintained, and 
the 3,000 men and women preachers and pastors are 
tutored by correspondence.

★

We haven’t read Gerald McKnight’s Verdict on 
Schweitzer, (Muller, 30s.), but by all accounts it deals the 
Schweitzer-legend a hefty blow. Mr. McKnight, former 
assistant editor of the Sunday Dispatch, isn’t the first to 
criticise the primitive state of the hospital at Latnbarene, 
or the Doctor’s paternalistic attitude towards the Africans 
(there was a lively discussion on the subject in these pages 
a few years ago) but he has already been accused of “bad 
faith” by Dr. Schweitzer’s associate, Mrs. Clara Urquhart. 
“It is a misnomer to call Lambarene a hospital” she said, 
“it is much more a haven with medical facilities” (The 
Observer, 19/4/64). As to the women—many of them 
rich—who had gone to work there, they “would have 
been nuns” had they been religious. “They go to dedicate 
themselves” , said Mrs. Urquhart. “Schweitzer is a very 
alive and attractive person.” For Mr. McKnight, 
“Schweitzer emerges as an autocratic political per
suader . . . ” .

★

F urther proof— if  needed—that intelligent Roman 
Catholic priests, as well as laymen, are worried about 
their Church’s attitude on birth control, came with the 
report in the newsletter, Search, that Archbishop Thomas 
Roberts, while accepting the authority of the Church, 
asked if there could not be a change. As a parallel, the 
Archbishop, who lives at the Jesuit mission in Farm 
Street in London, cited the dropping of the ban on 
usury. Mr. Michael de la Bedoyere, editor of Search, 
told the Daily Express (20/4/64): “It has been in
creasingly evident that in modem conditions the present 
rule of total ban on birth control cannot really work out.” 
And Father Thomas Corbishley, SJ, theological adviser 
to the newsletter said he thought that the present Vatican 
Council would consider the matter “with a view to clari
fying the attitude of the Church.” But. the Daily Express 
added, “Father Corbishley would not state his own view.”
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Cardinal Newm an and the D evelopm ent o f  Catholic Dogma
By F. A. RIDLEY

(The substance of a lecture delivered to the Huxley Society of Imperial College, University of London, on February
27th, 1964.)

Since the accession in October, 1958, of the (self-styled) 
“revolutionary” Pope John XXIII, abrupt changes have 
been witnessed within the supposedly rigid Roman 
Church, particularly in relation to non-Catholic religious 
denominations, in the administrative sphere, and in relation 
to present trends in evolutionary human thought. It now 
also seems clear that the administrative changes represent 
the necessary preliminary to far-reaching changes in theo
logy and philosophy that will (so to speak) acclimatise 
the pre-evolutionary Church of St. Thomas Aquinas and 
of Scholastic philosophy to the growing demands of an 
epoch of evolutionary change. If the Catholic Church 
is to prosper or even to survive, spectacular developments 
of its still largely medieval theology are inevitable in the 
years which lie immediately ahead.

Were the titular founder of this society, Thomas Henry 
Huxley, to return to earth once more, he would, no 
doubt, follow present-day developments with the greatest 
interest, and rejoice in the striking proofs that they afford 
of his evolutionary theories. It is surely sufficient to 
mention the concept of “development” in connection with 
Christian theology to recall the name of the illustrious 
Christian thinker who first gave a logical content to this 
magistral idea, John Henry Newman, Cardinal of the 
Roman Catholic Church and author of what now may 
probably be regarded as the most influential work of 
Christian theology to be published in the last century. 
The Development of Christian Doctrine (1845).

For in this book Newman, then still an ordained clergy
man of the Church of England but already on the verge 
of going over to Rome (which he did in that self-same 
year), propounded a novel theory of the nature of Chris
tian doctrine which, whilst at first coolly received by his 
contemporary ecclesiastical orthodoxy (like most startling 
intellectual innovations), eventually won general acceptance 
both in the Church of his birth and in that of his adoption. 
Actually, like his great predecessors, Thomas Aquinas 
and Ignatius Loyola, Newman at first narrowly escaped 
condemnation by ecclesiastical authority for his novel 
theories.

Certainly Newman has other claims to remembrance, 
as an acknowledged master of English prose and as a 
considerable religious poet. But we think it fair to infer 
that his widest sphere of influence and his most lasting 
claim to fame lies in his primary role as the master theo
logian or religious philosopher of his epoch — and indeed 
of ours. It was, I think, that eminent former editor of 
T he Freethinker, the late Chapman Cohen, who re
marked that Cardinal Newman was the last major intellec
tual figure to be produced by modem Christianity, the 
last “defender of the faith.” whom modern critical opinion 
requires to take seriously : as, to employ current phraseo
logy, a great Christian humanist. It is from precisely 
such a point of view that the ensuing paragraphs are 
addressed.

Prior to the publication — or rather, to the later 
ecclesiastical acceptance (for this did not immediately 
follow) —  of Newman’s theory, the official criterion for 
the official sanction of any bona fide Christian dogma 
was that propounded (in the fifth century) by the ancient 
Church-Father, St. Vincent of Lerins. This succinct and 
self-evident formula ran : “Always, everywhere, and by 
all.” Clarity itself: To claim the adherence of Chris

tians, a dogma had to pass these three simple but sev j 
tests. Its proponents had first to prove that it , 
always been believed since the earliest Christian tii®  ̂
that, secondly, its diffusion had been universal thr°u=j| 
out Christendom, and thirdly, that it had been univefS^  
accepted, without any dissenting trends in recogn|Sa 
orthodox circles. .uy

Obviously, on this view, no new dogma could p°sj’1 v£ 
“develop” in the future; it could not be proved to 11 
been accepted, “always, everywhere, and by all.” v - njl 
according to Vincent’s formula, and to the tradit’0 j  
view of the Church, the canon of revealed truths 
authoritative Christian dogma, binding on all Chris11 
had been finally and irrevocably closed. . 0

In place of this traditionally static view of ChflS m 
doctrine which, once promulgated, remained perma*1 
fixed and unalterable, Newman propounded a more s3 e, 
and flexible theory. The Christian Church has, it (s 
received from its divine founder from the very begi0^  
an unalterable corpus of revealed truths or dogmas. ‘ ts, 
view is common to both Newman and the tradition3' 
But according to the “development” theory, not all ,y 
doctrines have always been explicit. Nor was it nece ^  
that everyone should recognise them as valid. Conh3 2. 
many of them have only been implicit and only rC 
nised in limited circles. For, whilst all dogmas ar } 
divine origin, the Catholic Church has, so to 
mandate to recognise and utilise them where and * ̂  
necessary. In technical theological phraseology’ $  
Church controls a “Deposit of Faith”, out of vvhic 1 
can “develop” and publish her selected dogmas as
when occasion demands.

Clearly such a theory implies not only a genuine ^  
tion of doctrine, but actually a theological eV° |0uge[ 
For henceforth the canon of Christian dogma is no ^  
fixed, final, and unalterable as in the traditional t ^  
the Catholic Church can “develop” new dogmas 3 ¡0p 
time that it needs them, though only on the .aS.sU:nF $  
that such doctrines have always been implicit #
“Deposit of Faith.” Cardinal Newman restored jO1
Church its primary role as the creator of doctrj 
only in the past, but in present and future a2eS>*atlî  

The interim of “development” of the Roman ejit«” 
Church between Newman’s day and ours has rePr̂ cn ^ 
a progressive adoption of his theory. It might S  
said that Cardinal Newman has been to modern L j  y  
what St. Augustine was to the ancient Church 
Thomas was to medieval Catholicism — lt3 in1̂  
thinker. For three new dogmas have been proda ^„op 
none previously accepted under the Vincentian p:1p3 
— since 1845 : Immaculate Conception (1864) • ,jgw  
Infallibility (1870) and Assumption of the VirgJ^ fut3̂

_ t
-  t tD»|

to survive ! It is Newman’s theory of develop^1 .¿jt^ 
nowadays makes it possible (as a percipient f 
critic noted at the time) for the Roman Catholic 
to accept the evolutionary views of nature and 0 gajnl 
origins propounded by Darwin and by the “patr t 
of this society. Thomas Henry Huxley.

We conclude by noting with interest that the 
process for the canonisation of John Henry jj 
has already begun at Rome. We hope that it v

r0l3'

IÜÎ

and the way is now open for those far-reachi0̂ ^  
developments which will be necessary if Catho ^  tl
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ttially succeed. For not only would the evolution of itsoreaf rui nui umy wuuiu me cvuiuuuii ito
act est linker to the celestial hierarchy be a graceful 
of j part of the Vatican but, surely, the accession 
■tot b f uHenry Newman to the ranks of the saints could 
clime* aave a notable eifect in improving the intellectual 
C mate of Paradise !

The Origin of The Passover
J{ By BEN-YEHUDAH
of p'f11 PE0PLp everywhere recently celebrated the festival 
beCauSS0Yer; It is also called “the season of our freedom,” 
bonc]aSe 11 's supposed to commemorate the freeing from 
Ancip f̂ r nd subsequent exodus of the Israelites from 
bave n J^I?1; ®ut- ^ the bondage and exodus stories 
of tt.Q ° historical foundation, then what is the real origin 

festival ?
gua„ W ‘his festival has two names in the Hebrew lan- 
Hqp.l j 8-ha Pessach, i.e. the feast of Passover, and 
Certain ! c atzatl> * e. the feast of unleavened bread. It is 
0ne b i , at were originally two separate feasts, and 
pessah” uothing to do with the other. The word 
'“ping f means to leap, to jump, an allusion to thelea

The

The M a ôrm °f this mating act to promote fertility.

‘uC D • ..ams on to the sheep during the mating season, 
dance nilt've n°mad also performed a ritual leaping

the fga t assover> therefore, is of nomadic origin. But 
which S unIeavened bread is an agricultural festival, 
feast ^  have meant nothing to a nomad. This 
h>ar]ey ,to celebrate the harvesting of the new
East. Ti • r'Pened about this time in the Middle 
hecaUse ;'s new barley flour had to be eaten unleavened 
Hew T there was nn mnrp nlrt dmifth lpft tr> leaven theInhew.~“j inere was no more old dough left to leaven the 
and cq , any case the old dough was considered unclean 

_ a *t°t be allowed to contaminate the new bread, 
when th ¿,t7ah were of barley flour, not wheat as now.) 
adontp,i ,,e Hebrews invaded Palestine many of them
'» » ïcd lhe
He ■ taking over their customs and festivals, including 

estival of unleavened bread. f .
t o t  a 8reat many, notably the late-comers, were forced 
for ®ttle tn the south, where the soil was more suitable
n' W tUrage than tilla8e- and there c° ntmued “ S fitsmad>c culture and customs, including the Passover with 
tw0 f t -  descr>bed above. Then how is it that these 
therP • tlvals have become combined into one ? I think 
C r  a c,ue to this in II Kings 23. 22. where we read 
such u 1 ng Josiah celebrated the Passover and that no 
Jtt ic ;aSmVer had been celebrated since the days of the
prejp ' If no Passover was ever celebrated by any

SS0,rs’ thduding such supposedly P‘°us kings as 
sugPc atnd Hezekiah, then what did they celebrate . 
^optpr/l'u1 t5ie ^ m g  class, including the court, 
the^uiu t le Canaanite fertility cults and feasts, including 
Pastoral ,ened bread, looking down and despising 
foStCria’ C emcnts as primitive and uncivilised, thereby 
p0PulatfOnhosti,ity between these two sections of the

triedSla! \  coming under the influence of the prophets 
two fe ^h’te these hostile elements by celebrating the 
ot the «If- at the same time, thus symbolising the unity

i w ai10n-

many
agricultural form of life of the original inhabi-

?Hd form is a lone'htercsr Iestival took on its present 
thUe'. How*05 Story ôr which there is no space in one 
hrf I'teratu CV?r’ Wc must give the writers and editors of 

^ to subiin *nown as the Bible their due. they knew
mate and conceal undesirable origins.

On Militancy and Tolerance
By H. CUTNER

K it M ouat’s article in T he Freethinker (April 3rd) 
interested me because I have always as far as possible 
insisted on both militancy and toleration. I have no right 
whatever to object to anybody declaring his belief, let us 
say, in agnosticism or Buddhism or spiritualism or what
ever belief he thinks right; what I do claim is the right 
to criticise any belief I disagree with and, if I can, hit it 
for six every time. Unfortunately, in the course of a long 
life, I have found that in nearly every case, my forthright 
criticism has been regarded as intolerance.

I never, if I can help it, use the word “Humanism” or 
even “scientific Humanism” to describe my views. I like 
the word “Freethinker” perhaps best because it implies 
in its meaning “toleration” . At least it has always done 
so for me. But I am against all religions, including Christ
ianity. I am—and have been since I was fifteen—“anti- 
Christian” as Mrs. Mouat would say. And for me the 
word “Humanist” can denote any Christian or Communist 
—or for that matter even a vegetarian.

I do not—except on some few points—attack the 
“social” aspects of Christianity or other religions. I 
attack their theology, their belief in a god, or a Jesus, or 
in Miracles, hell, an after-life, and so on. But I am not 
surprised when people like Mrs. Mouat, feeling perhaps 
that our criticisms are too harsh, prefer “siding with the 
Christian” . Although Christians call the Bible the “Holy” 
Bible—and this indicates that they believe the Bible is a 
“revelation” from Almighty God—it is very wrong (she 
thinks) to imagine that this means they all believe in the 
Old Testament.
~ As a matter of fact, some of the Old Testament’s ethics 
are part and parcel of Christianity, and in some ways 
better than those in the New. After all, nowhere (as 
far as l know) are “sinners” condemned in Judaism to a 
burning Hell for “eternity” merely because they do not 
believe in Jesus. The Old Testament teaches people to 
honour their parents; Christianity declares you must hate 
them—and there are other points on which the two re
ligions differ and in which Judaism is superior. But of 
course both religions are, theologically speaking, based 
on ignorance, credulity and superstition. And if I say so, 
this "does not mean that I lack tolerance. People must 
believe what they think right, and this goes for Mrs. 
Mouat too. She has every right to criticise any attitude 
she does not like, even that of the “Freethinker-Secular
ist” , and I claim the same right to criticise her.

My own experience of Humanists is that it is they who 
are inclined to be intolerant. When I read in their books 
and articles —  “We Humanists must do or say” some
thing or other, I can see the spectre of intolerance pushing 
them on. The mere fact that they do not like the mili
tancy of “Freethinker-Secularists” , especially when we 
attack their own Humanism as being vague and futile, 
does not mean we are intolerant. It means that they must 
make their conceptions on ethics and theology alike, clear, 
and unequivocal, which they rarely do.

As most readers know I have sided with the views of 
Dupuis, Robert Taylor, John M. Robertson, and W. 
Benjamin Smith, among others, on the problem of Jesus, 
which I think absolutely fundamental against Christianity; 
and Humanists in general have shirked the issue. I do 
not believe with Mrs. Mouat that “it may be wiser to 
emphasise our ‘agnosticism’ ” about the problem when 
we meet with Quakers or Unitarians. And why not people 
like Dr. Heenan, Dr. Ramsey, and Dr. Soper? What have
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we to be afraid of?
I leave it of course to Mrs. Mouat to use her “aggres

siveness” if she can in a purely “creative” manner; but 
I prefer being “free” in these things; in other words, being 
a Freethinker.

But of one thing I am certain. Christianity is far too 
strongly entrenched for us to use only kid gloves in our 
encounter with its devotees.

C O R R E S P O N D E N C E
THE OLDEST FREETHOUGHT PAPER

According to an article by the editorial staff of the American 
Humanist (January/February, 1964), The Truth Seeker, founded 
in 1873 calls itself, “The oldest freethought paper in the world”, 
but “The F reethinker of London also claims this distinction, 
although its founding date is 1881”. Is this true and, if so, how 
do you explain it? K. P. Stone.

[It is a long story. We ourselves have never claimed to be 
the oldest freethought paper in the world, only the oldest weekly 
one. But a representative, on our behalf, put an advert in The 
American Rationalist, in which he described The F reethinker 
as the oldest freethought paper. When we referred him to The 
Truth Seeker he argued that, by its fanatical racialism, that paper 
had forfeited its right to be called freethinking.—Ed.]
THE QUATERCENTENARY

I wish to thank you for Colin McCall’s article on “Shakespeare 
and Religion” of April 10th. Without Shakespeare no Goethe 
and no Schiller, no classic period in literature and life in Ger
many. In this country as in yours they read T. S. Eliot now 
at schools and universities. Where is “progress”?

G erda Guttenberg (Nürnberg).
It looks as though we are all going to be Shakespeared to 

death, if you will forgive the forlorn pun.
Reginald U nderwood.

A DISAPPOINTED MARXIST?
Marxists are always telling us that history is a science, but now 

F A. Ridley, who is a great believer in Marxism, is rather doubt
ful whether history is a science; in fact, he seems to think it 
desirable that it never shall be. His article “Civilisation and 
Decay” (17/4/64), wherein he expresses these views on history, 
earns him the title, I think, of a disappointed Marxist.

Gone is the optimism of former days with its predictions about 
the coming social revolution, establishing the ideals of William 
Morris, Kropotkin and Engels. As Mr. Ridley grows older he 
becomes more cautious, and the little pessimism he expresses 
seems to be wiser and more fruitful than his former optimism.

R. Smith.
PRAYER FOR MORE PRIESTS

I note, from an AP report in the Montreal Gazette (13/4/64), 
that Pope Paul had prayed on the previous Saturday to provide 
more priests for the Roman Catholic Church. In a speech for 
Vatican Radio to mark world prayer day for vocations, the report 
went, “the Pontiff voiced anew the Church’s growing concern 
at a shortage of priests”. L a n je  G a r d y e n  (Montreal).

OBITUARY
It is with deepest regret that we announce the death ^  , 

oldest member and friend, Leon Smith, who died at the L 
Nursing Home, Leicester, at the age of 89 years. 3„d

He came to this country at the beginning of the century^,
I remember him saying that he was born in a peasant hut, f 
an earthen floor. Nevertheless, by sheer hard work he jje 
two shoe companies, one in Leicester and one in Ireland- ^  
also pioneered a new method of pattern cutting in the 
industry. . for

Leon had been a member of the Leicester Secular Society ^  
many years, after being a Unitarian and a Positivist (a rne (| 
of F. j. Gould’s Positivist Church in Highcross Street, Leice 
about 50 years ago). „ ¿ety

He was an active member of the committee of the 
and attended lectures and discussions regularly up to only tv0ut 
weeks ago. The Secular Hall will not be the same place W* 
him, but he will always be there in our memories. , oi>

The funeral service took place at the Unitarian Chape 
April 20th. C. FI. H ammersley, Secret

Leicester Secular Soc> >

SPECIAL PENGUINS FOR THE SHAKESPEARE 
QUATERCENTENARY

Shakespeare: A Celebration, Edited by T. J. B. Spencer, 6s. 
Shakespeare: A Survey, by E. K. Chambers, 5s.
A Shakespeare Companion (1564-1964), by F. E. Halliday, 

10s. 6d.
from The F reethinker Bookshop

4/<*ZOLA IN PAPERBACK ^
Germinal (Penguin) 5/- Thérèse Raquin (Penguin)
The Sinful Priest (Bestseller) 3/6d. Nana (Bestseller) vj
Zest for Life (Bestseller) 3/6d. Earth (Bestseller)) ^
The Drunkard (B’seller) 3/6d. A Priest in the House (B’seller t ^ -

NEW PAPERBACKS
PELICANS

Idea of Prehistory, by Glyn Daniel, 4s.
Sexual Deviation, by Anthony Storr, 3s. 6d.
Tynan on the Theatre, by Kenneth Tynan, 6s.

CLASSICS . of
Beaumarchais: The Barber of Seville and The Marriaë 

Figaro, Translated by John Wood, 4s. W
Benjamin Constant: Adolphe and Other Plays, Translat 

L. N. Tancock, 3s. 6d. ttS) 5*
Ibsen: Ghosts and Other Plays, Translated by Peter "  a

SPECIALS
What’s Wrong with British Industry? by Rex Malik, 3s- 
What’s Wrong with Parliament, by Andrew Hill and B 

Whichelow, 3s. 6d.
from The F reethinker Bookshop ,,

N A T I O N A L  S E C U L A R  S O C l E T Y 
A N N U A L  C O N F E R E N C E

to be held in the Secular Hall, 75 Humberstone Ga 
Leicester (by kind permission of the 

Leicester Secular Society)
The NSS Executive Committee invites delegate5 

and friends to
RECEPTION AND SOCIAL 

in the Secular Hall on Saturday,
May 16th, at 7 p.m.

THE CONFERENCE 
(for Members only) 

will be held on Sunday, May 17th 
at 10 a.m.—12.30 p.m. and 2 p.m.—4.30 p.m- 

to be followed by an 
OPEN AIR MEETING

TWO DATES FOR FREETHINKERS

Tuesday, May 19lh, 7.45 p.m. 
FREETHOUGHT AND HUMANISM IN 

SHAKESPEARE
Lecture: David T ribe : : Readings: Joan M iller 

Songs: Kathleen Ewart 
Accompanist: Anna Sloan 

Introduced by R ichard A inley 
ALLIANCE HALL, PALMER STREET. S.W.l 

(next to Caxton Hall, two minutes St. James’s Park 
underground station.)

Tickets 2s. 6d.

Sunday, June 7lh, 2.30 p.m.
UNVEILING OF THOMAS PAINE STATUE 

AT THETFORD
Coach leaves Central London 9.45 a.m- 

Return Fare and Tea, £1 Is.
Book immediately for both events through—■

T he Secretary,
National Secular Society, 103 Borough High StNet 

London, S.E.l, or telephone HOP 2717
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