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Images -of historical figures and

events—how clear are they, how are
they formed or received, what actual
material goes into the making of
them? Here is a man, let us say,
who has in his mind a vague image

of somebody called Voltaire. Vol-
taire is only 2 name to him. He

probably thinks .of him as an “athe-
ist.”” Loosely, he imagines Voltaire
to have been some kind of wicked,
malicious, dangerous fellow. - Ask
him to tell what Veltaire did, what
he thought, what really his private
life and character was, what was
his significance with relation to his
time—well, he is stumped. He
doesn’t know. He has never read
ten  really authentic and informing
pages about Veltaire, although he
may frequently have seen the name
in print and heard it mentioned in
sermoens. It is a faet that many
who condemn Voltaire could not tell
what century nor what country he
lived in. One speculates curiously,
therefore, as to what sort of image
stuch a man can have when the name
of Voltaire occurs to him.

Or take a hero—George Washing-
ton. The average man knows very
little about Washington. Perhaps
half of what he does “know” is not
true or is such a mixture of legend
and truth as to be very inaccurate
and misleading. When recently bi-
ographies of Washington were pub-
lished, stating the simple human
facts about the man, telling of his
habits and beliefs, describing the
kind of life he had lived, throwing
light upon his character—the reve-
lations 1mmedlately assumed the hue
and pmportlons of a scandal. It
was made perfectly clear that Amer-
icans had only the most skdtchy and
superficial knowledge of the Father
of ‘His Counfry. - Out of all the
eulogy of Washington, with all the

emphasis laid upon this familiar; iover.

deified name, there was only this |
faint blurred image of what Inges-!

i

soll called “a steel emgraving.”
am not denying the greatness ‘of
Washington. I am not even ecasting
criticism upon the popular image of
the man. I simply wonder how men
can. insist so definitely and enthusi-
astically on an image and -char-
acterization of Washington which,
so far as they are concerned, is
based omly upon the merest shreds
and scraps of adulterated knowledge.

Take mest popular heroes, and
there is the same scantiness of in-
formation to back up the image,
and- the image though unalterably
fixed must indeed be vague. Colum-
bus, popularly speaking, is a man
who had a hard time getting started
on his trip acress the Atlantie, but
who, once he get started, wouldn’t
stop—-maybe because he thought it
was just as safe to go ahead as teo
turn back. Lincoln was a tall,
homely man, who told fummy stories
.and had a good heart and spoke
a piece at Gettysburg: that’s the
popular image. Grant smoked cigars,
drank whiskey, amd in some un-
grasped way won a number of bat-
tles—how much more is generally
known about him? - Benediet Arneld

was a traitor—and that’s all,
yet this plainly does not convey
a satisfactory image of the man.

Patrick Henry said “Give me Lib-
erty or give me Death.” But who
was Patrick Henry? What sort of
man was hes whemn he wasn’t pub-
licly choosing between Liberty and
Death? George the Third of Eng-
land was the king who was too
mean and cranky to let the Ameri-
can colonists have their decent
rights. But how many persons can
write ten words correctly about the
character and behavior of old
George?

Images no less sketchy serve as
“history” concerning great periods.
Thus in America the popular im-
pression of our Civil War is that
of a whole country aroused passion-
ately, and . almost exclusively over
the slavery question. It is supposed
that those who fought on the Union
side had, one and all, a deep, senti-
menta], righteous, personal interest
in the freedom of the Negroes. It
is assumed that the Southerners
fought definitely and above all to

keep the chains of bondage fastened’

upon the black men. Other political
and economic factors are slurred
It is not’ correctly undbrstood
that the Civil War was a struggle,
deeper than the question of slavery,

I.

between two ecomomic systems and
a struggle as well for political power,
between the two sections of the eoun-
try.- The image of the Negro domi-
nates in the popular mind today,
although. it did not—or not so sim-
ply, so completely—dominate in the
popular mind at the time. How
many could write a fairly clear and
comprehensive account of the causes
leading to the Civil War, the issues
involved and their relative impor-
tance, the psychology of North and
South? One wonders, Vaguely im-
aged history canrot cover adequately
any period.

Take, again, what the average
man thinks or imagines about the
Crusades. He has a picture of gal-
lant knights riding forth in gay,
gorgeous trappings for the hely,
unselfish purpose of wresting the
tomb of “the Savior” from the
hands of the “infidels.” He pic-
tures a great urge and display of
most noble, entrancing chivalry. The
sordidness, ‘the greed, the dirt and
bleed and hardskips—these are left
out of the picture. Perhaps the
most sordid adventure, or series of
adventures, in history, the Crusades
are ‘imagined as kaving been the
most glorieus adventures.

The Christian, of course, thinks
of Christianity as having brought
light and peace and beauty in a
world lost and undene. Loosely he
has the image of a wretched, disso-
lute, hopeless world—a world of poor
character and culture—which is
saved by the meéw religien (for he
doesn’t understand that the ‘“new”
religion was a hodge-podge of old
religions). What are harsh, plain
facts by the side of this proud im-
age? If ene peints out, what is
simply and positively known to be
true, that the beginning of Chris-
tianity was the beginning of a dread-
fully lemg period of darkmess such
as the world had never known since
the dawn of history—that Christian
Earope dwelt for centuries semi-
barbareusly and ignorantly amd vio-
lently amid the ruins eof a brilliant
.civilization—that picture is brushed
impatiently aside. It is so much
more flattering to say, “Christianity
brought the light and hope of sal-
‘'vation into the world.”

Pictures of history! Well, there
is a great deal that is picturesque
in history. It is right enough te
‘have a dramatic semse in studying
the stirring events of the past. It
is interesting to read history as a

great story. © But iselated, loese,
false images do mot colstxtute real
history. Faels .are importamt: a
truisma which! it is always useful
to repeat, sm&ae people se persist-
ently disregard facts. One may have
an imagination—one may have im-

ages—but WQ% sigpifies most of
all is the f al material which
goes to the of those images.

Obviously, tke'
popular hav
factual mater!
One percent, W
ninety-nine per

sages that are most|
vyery “little of ‘such
;af to Justlfy them.
"rhips, is fact while
nt is pure faney.
What might qr strange is that
people so readily ‘accept these fan-
ciful images w&hqut curiosity., Evi-
dently their interest in history is of
a low kind and degree, casual and
credulous.

No ‘doubt all of us to some ex-
tent substitute such images for re-
ality; but it is true that the more
curious we are, the more we defi-
nitely read ' amd know, the wmore
firmly supporteﬁ will our images be.
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THE HANb OF HOOVER

As things are; the hand of Her-
bert Hoover (his right hand), con-
ventionally and in accordance with
our governmeniial scheme, is impor-
tant. It is ndeded to sign imper-
tant papers, t¢ draft plans of gov-
ernment, to make impressive offi-
cial gestures, and to rest his throb-
bing brow when he thinks teo much.
The hand, of course, is not impor-
tant by itself. . The peace of mind
and good nature of President Hoover
and his clear-headedness for “con-
structive statesmanship” depend to
some extent upon his hand’s being
in geod condition—at least, upon its
not bothering him. And it may be
agreed that his hand is better idle,
at rest, than employed uselessly and
subjected to a. senseless strain. It
is said that Satan finds mischief for
idle hands, bift that means, I take
it, hands that are entx;ely unem-
ployed and must, as is the nature of
hands, find something goed or bad
to do. Handg that are for the
most part resgecbably employed : can
safely have a irest rnew and then.
Besides, the eﬁ’q?:t of a sore hand upon
the mind is gtty certain to be
worse than the effect of an idle hand.

These, reﬁwtpns are suggested hy
an editorial in.the New York World,
with which I uuhesﬂ:atm y. agreg
The World SEys, in brief, that” the
old custom cf B presxdentul hand-
shaking, as a - 1cal ‘and gigan-~

,»‘ -

| tie task, is silly and sheuld be aban-
doned. The other day President
Hoover went through the ordeal of
shaking hands with nearly two thou-
sand persoms. What a meaningless
performance! It cannot be pretended
that these who shook the President’s
hand derived any real benefit there-

from. It is a wmere absurdity to
say that it has, practically, any
democratie meaning. Actuwally, it

makes a clewnish object of public
curiosity eut of the President. And
the result must be that the President
is sore imn hand, sore in mind, and
sore omn his jeb. He has to submit
not only to the sustaimed physical
effort of handshaking. But he must
appear te do it graciously and that
involves a mental strain. It would,
I should imagine, put the President
in anything but a liberal, states-
manlike frame of mind. Instead of
making him wmore democratic, it
would make him secretly hate the
crowd. Its effect upon legislation
and executive policy could not be
anything but bad.

It is not 'an issue that I should
care to spend much energy upon.
I must gay honestly that it is rather
remote from my real, immediate
concerns. I am not worried about
President Hoover’s comfort nor do
1 expect anything from his states-
manship. I do not suppose that
this handshaking custom is so very
vital one way or another. It sim-
ply impresses me, in passing, as
showing hew silly a custom can be
and how it can hang on without
the shadow of good use or reason.
Some people may indeed regard it
as a precious symbol of democracy
—but that only shows how imagi-
native (to put it kindly) some peo-
ple can be, and, too, what a poor
sense of humor they have.

L S
MISTAKES

Nowadays I hear an extraordinary
amount of talk abbut criminals, as
many around me have been swept
by the wave of enthusiasm for de-
tective stories. So, again, I hear
the old saying: ‘“A criminal always
leaves something by which to detect
him—the cleverest make mistakes.”
Undoubtedly. Rut why, with such
an air of partlcular sxgmﬁcance,

ascribe this habit of making mis-
takes to criminalg? One would think

.| there were some mystic force 'at

the | work, makmg impossible  the per-
fect and undetectable crime, One

would think that a special fatality

pursues criminals and, hy some fore-
ordained defect in the almost but
not. quite 'perfect crime, trips them
up.

A  moment’s consideration is
enough to see the fallacy of this
idea, that is, of its special applica-
tion to criminals. = Probably they
have less than the average liability
to error. But let us say that they
are about as inefficient and blunder-
ing as the rest of us—the difference
is that, ,in their case, the conse-
quences of error are tremendously
more vital. The life of a criminal
may be the price of a little misg
take, such as many of us make and
easily forget in the day’'s work; or
many  years of imprisoament may
be the price. He has more rea-
som to be careful and he suffers
more extensively when his careful-
ness slips a trifle.

If the average man makes a blun-
der in calculation, or behaves fool-
ishly, or mismanages his personal
relations, he may be annoyed, he
may feel foolish, he may even have
some otional suffering; but he is
not punished for his missteps in
anything like the degree that the
criminal is.

Yet there are many, not criminals,
who have to pay rather heavily .for
errors. Business men sometimes lose
considerable sums of money through
carelessness or incompetency. Gen-
erals have lost battles because they
or someone blundered. Politicians
have destroyed their eareers through
reckless speaking or almost. -abstird
mistakes of policy. Artists have in-
jured their work by oversight or
false effort that seems incredible
when compared with the general im-
pression ef their very real and
great talent. Bad accidents happenm
daily because someone nods or hur-
riedly, *slightingly does his work—
because someone, perhaps ordinarily
quite efficient, is for a moment not
at his best. Even preachers, I be-
lieve, speak more foolishly at times
than they mean to, and doubtless
are considerably chagrined when they
are caught up by a vigilant criti

So we shouldn’t be too profoundly
impressed by the reminder that crim-
inals fall into error; beipg human,
they could not do otherwise. As I

say, they are (tine reaﬁy smart ones)
above the average in carefulness,
for there is a great deal more at
stake.

" And don’t, ‘please, tell me that
criminals are not good rTeasoners,

that they are -lacking in mnormal
ability to consider ways and means
and consequences, that there is some-
thing left out of their mechanism of
control which condemns them to fail-
ure. To be sure, there are abnog-
mal criminals; and there -are morons
who are imcapable:of  clever: -plan«
ning; and them there are men an
women, not at heart criminals, -who
commit sudden passionate crimes;
But there are mamy who follow the1
business of crime for the soundest
(albeit anti-social) reasonms and who
are exceedingly good at their trade:

It may be argued, of ceurse, that

life of crime is not intelligent in
the first place. It may be argued
that safe, peaceful occupations are
better, even with far less rewards.
That, of course, is what I myself
believe, Yet, setting this assump-
tion momentarily aside and consid~
ering the criminal at his trade, it
is certain that he is often a person
of first-rate intelligence.

P will be readily understood that
I am not speaking in defense of
crime. I kmow, anyway, that ne
word of mime could persuade anyone
te follow a life of crime, just as' %
would be futile in persuading =«
eriminal to abandon his wicked ways.
But our self-righteousness should
not extend so far as to consider the
criminal a natural-born blunderer
while flattering ourselves that we are
thoroughly, imvariably competent,
people. :

v : * = 2

A NEW YORK CITY JURY.

A jury in NMew York City declares
that Texas Guiman, celebrated night
club hostess, is not guilty of main-
taining a nuisance in violation of
the Volstead act. Thus we are re~
minded again that the law is de-
pendent upon public opinion. There
seems to have been no doubt about
the evidemce against this New York
heroine of the bright lights. But
the jury evidently felt that she
should be freed with, perhaps, the
friendly implication, “Go and sin
some more.” For there are many

.|New Yorkers who do not regard a

night club or any place where liquon
is sold as g “nuisance.” Prosecutors
may technically call these .obliging
clubs and saloons by the mname of
“nuisances” but that doesn’t make
them really so in the eyes of thirsty,
joy-seeking patrons; mor “in the eyes
of many more who, not perhaps very
eager for night life and highballg,

[lese‘twm to page thr‘eé

Are Atheists
Dogmatic?
Joseph McGabe
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[Copyright, 1929, Maldeman-Julius Co.}

It is Easter eve, and I am writing
in the great city of London where a
less proportion of the citizens go to
church than in any other city of the
world except Paris. Yesterday was
good Friday, and of eight million
Londoners certainly not more than
one million heard the Ilugubrious
chants over the death of Jesus, while,
the day being exceptionally fine, the
seven millions wrung out of it every
moment of pleasure, legitimate and
illegitimate that they could command.
Yet when I open 'my radical daily
paper this morning I find in the
place of honor an article by a bishop
entitled, “The Cross Leads Genera-
tions On.” And, since nine-tenths of
us here do not take bishops very seri-
ously, the prelate "begins with. quo-
tations from two Agnostics. He
gives this from™ Lord " (John) Mor-
ley: {‘The spiritual life of Europe
has burned for nineteen centuries
with the pure flame kindled by the
sublime Mystic of the Galilean Hills,”
ard this from Lecky: “The simple
record of the three short years of
the “active life of Jesus has done
more to regenerate and to soften
mankind than all the disquisitions ef
philosophers and® &1l the exhorta-
tions of moralists.” Well, the bishop
has made one convert, not quite in
the way he intended. I cease to be
an Agnostic and become an Atheist.
Let that be my Easter offering- at
the tomb of our Risen Savior. -

Senously, this  Agnostic- Athelst
business has been irritating me for
some years. . Hilaire Belloc, the Reo-
man Cathohc writer, once -asked me,
as, we drank beer Jtogether (at an-
other man’s ekpense), what was my
real attitude toward his God. He
knew that, out of my great regard
for ]0g‘lc and the right word, I -al-
ways  described myself as an Ag-
nostic, but I suppose he missed the
qualification “reverent” which is so
often joined to the word. I re-
member telling him, more than tem
years ago, that the most faithful
description I could give of my frame
of mind was: Logieally I am an
Agnuostie but psychologically I am an
Atheist. My logic' and my psychol-
ogy have been' fighting it out ever
since while I looked om with amused
mdlfference, You see, my descrip-

P

tion of myself s rather too large
for a  handy lsjbel and it would
make me seem-different from every-
body else; and spiritual isolation has,
of course,-always seemed to me very
painful. But what is a man to do
when his logie wants one label and
his psychology another? @

In the Little Blue Book,in which
I showed God that he doesn’t exist
I chose the label Agnostic, but with
the reserve that I by ro means re-
garded it as am opem questlon
whether there is a God or not. I
pointed out that there is not a par-
ticle 'even of serious suggestion that
God exists, whereas “the case for
Atheism is very strong,” even if
Atheism be taken as a denial of the
existence of God. In short, I have
always preferred to describe my
frame of miné rather than label. it.
I am quite certain that there is ne
God, no.“spiritual” reality of any
description, and I have very defi-
nite grounds, which are entirely in
accord with the laws of logic, for
that certainty. But proving a neg-
ative proposition always seemed to
me to have a faint savor of intel-
lectual” impropriety, and, as me eone
in the world misunderstood me when
I called myself Agnostici~for mo one
ever suspected me of reverence—I
preferred that title.

There was another reason. I
knew folk who called themselves
‘Atheists partly because it paid them
better than callihg themselves Ag-
nostics. . They were professional God:
fighters, and the courage, the manli-
ness, the reckless disregard of
odium and persecution which calling
oneself an Atheist is supposed to
entail put them a few pegs up in
the esteem of some. have met
many perfectly honest Atheists and
perfectly honest Agnostics: men, on
the one hand, who are, like myself,

so sensitive to the evil and brutality |

of slow evolution that they emphat-
ically deny that there is a God, and
men who remain in the more re-
strained frame of mind of one who
has merely turned down the evidence
as unsatisfactory. But I have met
also what I dhould be disposed to
call dishonest Atheists and Agnos-
tics: men who weigh the advantage
to themselves of using one or the
other label. There is at times a
certain amount of swagger in the
use of the mame Atheist, and it eon-
firméd me in my attitude to hear
that these men called me timid.or
calculating.” The religious world" is
totally indifferent to their existence,
but it froths at the mention of my
name and has done its best all my
life to injure me.in my professional
work. I .admit tgat it was ldrgely

o .

my disdain of the conduct of so
many professional Atheists that kept
me from wearing their badge.

Yet in some respects the lack of,
homesty on the part of Agnostics is'
more painful and ‘has done infinitely
more mischief. One has to make
every allewance for the great Ag-
nostics of the mineteenth century in
England: Darwin, Spencer, Huxley,
Lecky, Stephen, Clifford, Tyndall,
Harrison, Lewis, Morley, and Mill.
The fact that less than' one-third of
the British nation is today even
claimed by the Churches is a monu-
ment to their work. Popular speak-
ers like Bradlaugh, who prided
themselves on their courage in call-
ing thermselves Atheists, had not a
little of the influence of these men.
And no dequbt it is true that if
they had: been quite outspoken in
every respect, if they had argued
that if there ever was a Jesus we
know nothing about him, or that. it
was at least doubtful if the imposi-,
tion of  Christianity on Europe hadl
not suspended the progress of.Civ-
ilization, their influence would have
been far less. We can therefore un-
derstarnd why most of them did not
inquire too deeply into certain sec-
tions of history, but what we cannot
forgive are the fulsome praises of
Christ and Christianity which are
still quoted from their pages ipevery
work of Christian apologetics.

I have given two. specimens and
shown the use that is made of them.
Whether Morley did say just what
is attributed to him I cannmot say,
for these, people who hold that
honor will perish if they perish con-
stantly touch up their quotations and
never give references. But the pas-
sage from Lecky is correct, and I
could fill a column with similar sen-
tences from his History of European
Morals: a work that contains facts
enough to destroy every vestige of
respect for Christianity, yet contains
also an "anthology of compliments
to it that makeé one wonder why
Lecky was not canonized, a work of
prodigious learning and such prodi-
gious cowardice that it is a tissue
of contradictions, The passage, for
instance, that is quoted by the bishop
is on page 4 of the second volume of
the cheap edition (published by the
English Rationalist Press without aI
single note calhng attention to the
contradlctxons) It is just one sen-l
tence in a whole page of the most
glowing “and most fatuous praise of
Christianity and its moral imfluence.
And yeu have merely to turn over.
one page to learn that of the ome
‘hundred and nine Byzantine em-
perors - [the half of Christendom

that was_never disturbed by barba-{0O

‘Reproduced 2008

Ey Bank of

rians] only thﬁ'ty-four died in their
beds, and at least forty were mur-
dered, and, as ‘regards Europe, that
“few men who ‘aré mot either priests
or menks woulg not have preferred
to. live in the,best days of the Athe-
nian or of Roman repubhcs, in the
age of Augustus or in the age of
the Antonines,.rather than in any
period that elapsed between the tri-
umph of Christianity and the four-
teenth century.” It is maddening.
I once debated for two nights with

a Christian lecturer on the influence]

of his religion om civilization and
he shot Lecky ‘at me all the time.

Morley also was quite capable of
saying what 8 attributed to him.
He opened his' literary career with
a work which he called “On Compro-
mise,” and then he compromised for
the rest of his life. I once had to
handle his correspondence with
Holyoake, and, when I asked his
‘ permission to - publish a letter in
which he put John Stuart Mill in-
tellectually and morally above Glad-
stone, he g went into hysterics.
His frlen;%d Oxford (Asquith),
who died recemtly, was an Agnostic,
but even ims s retirement refused
td let it be EKmown publicly. From
statesmen, however, we expect com-
promise. What I resent is the lit-
erary tradition of Agnostics: the
habit of making statements about
the Christian religion which are his-
torically false and statements about
the ‘universe which are mere conces-
sions to superstitisn. British Ra-
tionalism has always been saturated
with this kind of thing and it is at
present im a state of surrender to it;
and Amerxca,lt Instermns, scientists,
and hteraty gen are constantly be-
traying the t t

e of standmg origi-
ophy which is really
7 ) i HMuxley, who
coined the wofd, bad a duality of
mind that T Bave never quite been
able to umderstand. = N6* man did
more to. ehmte mystie elements
like vital pri '7_‘ es out of science yet
while in “one §f his brilliant essays
Huxley weuld*«ﬁght for a purely me-
chanical conceéption of life e would
in the next! mow the skeptical phy-
losophy ef' Hume and. resolve the
material umiverse into a group of
“states of cons&ipusness,” in the psy-
chological jarm of that day, beyond
which we couli: mot go. He would
not go so fap | as Herbert Spencer,
and write a ¥olume about the Un-
knowable, but”he agreed with him
about limifati of the human mind
, Which preven: froms: saying either
yes of m to rehgmus question.

ught this dog-

isdom,

n:atism extinet, but it is too useful
to perish. - Sir E. Ray Lankester
published an article a few years
ago on “Science amd the Limits of
Belief” in which he talks a good
deal about the “unknown factors”
outside the range of our scientific
knowledge and how, ‘“if they could
be known,” they might “give a dif-
ferent complexion to what we can
and do know.” I need not add that
Sir E. Ray Lankester is one of the
Agnostic scientists whe offer large
bouquets to the Christian ethic and
assure the weorld that there is no
possible conflict between science and
religion.

This kind of Agnosticism, which
concludes that the proper attitude
is one of reverent empty-mindedness,
has always been very distatesful to
me. I have had to waver between
calculated respectability and calcu-
lated unrespectability. ~Many find
an outlet in the contention that Athe-
ist means merely a persom who is
without belief in God. Unfortu-
nately the meaning of gwords is set-
tled by general usage, and this is
not what most people mean. They
mean a man who disbelieves in God,
who says that there is no God. The
immediate occasion for my writing
this article, for instance, is that I
am invited to* discuss whether the
Atheist is “too much of a dogmatist
in that he assumes a knowledge of
the ultimate nature of the universe
that he really doesn’t possess.” That
puts the real issue very clearly be-
tween the Atheist and the Agnostic.
The genuine Agnostic says that the
mind is so limited that we cannot
be sure that there is me reality cor-
responding to the idea of God. The
genuine Atheist is the man who says
that in point of fact he is sure there
is no God, and that is what most
people meah when they use the
word. A German professor pub-
lished a work a few years ago on
Atheism in ancient Greece. He
proved on histerical evidence—and
it was a very thorough piece of re-
search—that there were not a dozen
Atheists amongst the scores of Ggeek
thinkers whose names at least’ are
known to us.. He meant by Athe-
ist a disheliever.

Let me first discuss ‘these sup-
posed limitations of the mind which
are said to forbid a man to call him-
self either Theist or Atheist. I need
not say that Huxley was completely
without belief in Ged, in any. sort
of God, yet he sincerely held that
it would be intellectually improper
to call himself an Atheist. = There
was at the time a very select dis-
cussion society in.Londen which was

“ﬂﬁdct,‘?_? Metaphysicll Society. It

expressly aimed at including repre-
sentatives of every shade of philo-
sophical opinion, -but they ' had to
be leading representatives, men of
distinction and ability. Tennyson
and Browning, Francis Newman and
Cardinal Manning, James Martineau
and Lord Selborne—in short, it was
a quite unique society both in the
ability . of its members and’ the va-
riety of their views: Even the
clerics in it agreed that any member
who felt so inclined should be free
to deny the existemce of God. But
Huxley is wrong in ene detail He
says that every man had his own
'ism and every ’ism was represented,
so, dissenting from all their dogma-
tisms, he coined for himself the
epithet Agnostic—the man who
doesn’t know. He is wrong in sug-
gesting that Atheism was repre-
sented. Only Bradlaugh and a few
other men of poer culture at that
time called themselves Atheists, and
they were by no means up to the
intellectual standard of the society.
This fact certamly influenced Hux-
ley. Bradlaugh, in calling himself
an Atheist, always’ explamed that
he did not deny that there is a God.
—his daughter admits that the gen-
eral use of the word in England is
such that he was always misrepre-
sented—and therefore his position
was really the same as that of
Huxley: But Huxley, if he had ac-
cepted the name Atheist, would not
merely have imcurred odium—it is
absurd when one remembers his
splendid fighting to say that that
was his chief reason—but would
have been classed with a group of
men of poor scholarship and often
questionable -taste. He laughed at
odium but he was semsitive about his
intellectual asseciatioms.

Moreover there was, as I said, a
philosophical element in his Agnos-
ticism. He followed Berkeley amd ;
Hume in their idealism. ‘“Whether
either mind or mgatter has a sub-
stance or not,” he says, “is a prob-
lem which we are not competent to
discuss.” When the materialist af-
firms, he says again, that all phke-
nomena are resolvable into matter
and motion, the philosopher retorts
that, these ‘are resolvable into states
of ‘consciousness; and he adds that

if he were obhged to choose between
materialism and idealism he would
“feel compelled to accept the latter,
alternative.” In adopting the word,
Agnostic. he was just protestmg‘
that he was not obliged to choose
between twou dogmatisms each nf
which had serious difficulties.,

knew well the practice of Scottlsh
law-courts, which permit three ver-
dicts: -innogent, - guilty,

and motiy

proven. The word Agnostlc seemed
to him a perfectly legltlmate, if not
necessary, expression for the third
verdict im the great nineteenth-cen-
tury trial of Jehovah. Philosephy
and psychology were at that time in
this idealistic stage of development,
and Huxley knew both very well.
It was the Atheists who privately ac-
cused him of timidity who did not
know the position of philosophers.

I like to defemd Huxley, for he
was a splendid fighter: a man of
science who bravely and wunceas-
ingly came out from the study and
the laboratery to smite every va-
riety of superstition. He fought
with great scholarship and a sense
of humor. He it was whe, when a
student asked him after his lecture
on physiology, why the Jews had
to conmtinue circumcising after hun-
dreds of generations had been oper-
ated on, gravely replied: “There
is a divinity that shapes our ends,
rough-hew them how we willl” In
his very different way he did a werk
in England almost comparable with
that of Voltaire in France. I be-
lieve, from his letters to me, that
Jacques Loeb would have done the
same in America i he had had
Huxley’s wonderful gifts as writer
and speaker.

But not only is there a perma-
nent weakness in this Agnostic posi-
tion—it has disclosed itself once
more in our day in Julian Huxley,
Wells, Joad, Lowes Dickinsen, Ray
Lankester, and other prominent
English Rationalists—but there has
been a material change in the con-
sideratiods on which it was based.

lEven philosophers have come to re-

sent the idealism of half a century
ago, though thgy cannot agree upon
any scheme of realism. Psychology
has got far beyond the states-of-con-
sciousness theory which seemed to
justify Agnostics in talking ‘about
the limitations of the mind. To talk
now about the “ultimate nature” of
things, unless you mean the mate-
rial substratum of matter as we
know it, is to ask us to consider
something for the existence of which:
wé have no evidence. Ray Lankes-
ter’s “unknown factors” or “x out-
side the scheme of the material uni-

verse” are as arbitrary fictions as
Wells’ “great captain” or Millikan’s
power behind the framework of
things. : ‘

It is more than forty years since
Huxley invented the name Agnostic,
and the advance of thought has been
such in the last four decades -that
we may very well reconsider the
case.  The conflict of+idealism . and
realism that weighed for so much

[Please turn to _page three
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NEW USE FOR BLUE BOOK
Little Blue Books have beem used,
the decade of their existence, for

rtertainment and education and all

& intervals in between. They have
besn-read by paupers and by poten-
tates (including the Maharajah of
Iudore), by teachers and by pupils,
by the working and by the wealthy,
by the young and by the old, by peo-
ple in all classes, by people of all
beliefs, by people in every country
of the world.

But now and then a new field for
the Little Blue Books is opened up.
A young lady is the discoverer of
the newest use for these pocket-
sized volumes. According to a par-
agraph printed in the Topeka, Kans.,
Journal for March 9, 1929:

A new use hag been found for the
Haldeman-Julius Little Blue Books, At
a fashionable church in Topeka last
Sunday morning a girl was observed
reading one of the gems of literatare
during the sermon. It fitted perfectly
in her prayer book. .

Better than the dime novels young-
sters used to read behind their huge
geographies are Little Blue Books
concealed in prayer books. It is a
delightful notion. The idea should
he passed on-—and it is here offered
to anyone who cares to act upon it.
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BUNK ABOUT BUNK

The Tast is more intolerant than
the West, The [further easiward
The Cutline of Bunk, by E. Halde-
man-Julius, is veviewed, the more
hitter and more vituperative are the
crities. The Springfield, Mass., Even-
ing Union, under the signature of
one James H. Mulcare, says that
“the book is big enough to cover all
the bunk that was ever spilled in
the world and is divided into two
parts—but there must have been
some good sometime and now.” Poor
Mr. Mulcare! He hates to believe
that the world can have been so
bad—it just must have some good
in it, if one can only find it! Ap-
parently Mr. Mulcare is not satis-
fisd with the good things that E,
H,-J. finds and praises in the “Ad-
mirations of 2 Debunker.”

The Springfield reviewer expostu-
lates: .

1t is going a long way to deny every-
thing to history. The powers that be:
Christianity, political beliefs, govern-

Middle Ages had to be, but why
argue, when assertion is proef?”
Yes, why, Mr. Mulcare? You as-
sert they hed to be—just what km.d
of an assertion without preof is
that? Why did they have to be?
PBecause the world is sumeh a fine
place, and always has been? Mr.
Mulcare is a fellow whe would say
that crime (sad, if true!) just hes
to be, and wickedness just hes to be,
but there must be goed in the world
in spite of both!

But Mr. Muleare reaches a pin-
nacle of critical pewer in his con-
cluding paragraph:

The besok wouldn’t be read a second
time by anybody. It isn’t a boek that
one would go over twice even theugh
one had it and a catalogue of Sears-
Reebuck for a long winter in the
mountains. This may be prejudice,
but let it ge at that. [ mever met be-
fore a man who parted his name in
the side and hyphenated it alse, and
I don’t like his beok.

¢
The prize is awarded, without
argument, to that last sentence.
It, is the apotheosis of Mr. Mulcare’s
diterary judgment. It might be an-
alyzed thus: (1) “I never met be-
fore a man who parted his name
in the side”—therefore, since this
man is obviously a radical, and sim-
ply will not conform, he must be
dangerous and should be hated; (2)
—“and hyphenated it also”’-—which
makes him much worse, for he in-
sists on being -as unconventional as
he can; (3) “—and I don't like his
book.” That is the thing that irks
Mr. Mulcare. He doesn't I the
book! Lest we suspect otherwise, he
puts it there in plain black and

white: “I don’t like his book.”
But if you, dear reader, had your
choice between a mail-order cata-
logue and The OQOufline of Bunk—or
even between the Bible and The Out-
line of Bunk—don’t you think you
might, perhaps, read a little bit of
both? Such extravagances of criti-
cism do mot go well either for or
against a book. If 2 man said he
wouldn’t take a million dollars for
his copy of The Outline of Bunk, he
would be just as bad as the man
who would refuse a million dollars’
reward for reading it! TFer the
thing to do would be to sell your
copy for a million dollars and buy
yourself a new copy: net profit,

$999,996.00.
LR R

IN PRAISE OF McCABE
Joseph McCabe has an enviable
horde of admirers. Now comes J.
E. Noble, Chicago, with his letter,
to Simon & Schuster, 37 West 57th
St., New York City, urging the pub-
lication of McCabe’s Key to Culture
in clothbound form: ,
As a very enthusiastic reader and
great admirer of Joseph McCabe, I am

following the  suggestion of the Hal-
deman-Julius Company by writing to

ment. prohibition, evolution, democracy,

It is going a long way to deny every-
thing to history. The powers that be:
Christianity, . political beliefs, govern-
mant. prohibition, evolution, democracy,
the apparent trend of thought aleng
every line of human endeavor, must
have a reason and a good one, for
existence, despite Haldeman-Julius.
Wells, McCabe, and others like them
are’ pioneers in the way of truth, as
he says, because they find fault with
all the thinggs that are; but some of
those who are ready to find a good
word in some of the things we bear
up and suffer under, must be good.
Otherwise we are not fit to hear the
cery of “Weolf”—I mean “Bunk.”

This Pollyanna is determined to
be a sweet-tempered optimist, no
matter - what. The world is good
as it is, and, by golly, no one is
goinig to tell him different. - If Mr.
Haldeman-Julius thinks the Dark
Ages were really dark, why, “the

you recommending that you publish

great admirer of Joseph McCabe, I am
following the  suggestion of the Hal-
deman-Julius Company by writing to
you recommending that you publish
his works in book  form.

Purely from the standpoint of a
service to the country, I can think of
nothing more worth while. He is by
all means a most outstanding scholar
and he writes interestingly ona sub-
ject with which everyone should be
familiar. Were it impossible for me
to secure his work again, I would be
unwilling to part with my set for a
suné of money many times the original
cost. :

I am glad to have had this opportu-
nity to express my appreciation of the
splendid work he has done and trust
vou will find it convenient to publish
the set in question.

R

THE OLDEST SUBSCRIBER?
A town’s Oldest Inhabitant is a
grand old fellow, the hero of many

a yarm, and probably justifiably ac-‘
cord;d a certain reverence.
about a paper’s *Oldest Subscriber?

C. Liversay, East St. Louis, Ill,, who
says:
weekly all
Julius A. Wayland left the state of
Indiana, and went to Ruskin, Tenn,
and started his paper in the Ruskin
Colony there.
your publications, including McCabe's
Key to Culture: they are all exactly
my kind of literature.”

days gome by.
chatting about his letter.
about
who had won the sobriquet of “‘One
Hoss” Wayland (how, I don’t know)
—when J. A. W. went to Tennessee.
Those were the days of The Coming
Neation—which was later moved to
Girard, Kans.,, and printed here in
this plant.
stones, Mr. Liversay has been read-
ing this weekly—through its various
vicissitudes as The Appeal to Reason,
Haldeman-Julius Weekly,
The Awmerican Freeman,
nigh thirty-three years.

height of
decades ago.
—in every respect, as dts readers
will remember.
Awmerican phenomenon.
some reason which no one has ade-
quately
some of its popularity—a minority-
popularity—in America.
cialism arouses nowhere near the
interest that it did twenty or even
fifteen years ago.

deman-Julivs Weekly took the place
of The Appeal to Reason.
many readers who have been reading
it ever
fact.

standing than Mr. Liversay?
anyone recad the paper as long? For
no one can have read it much longer
than Mr. Liversay, since he began
approximately at the very beginning!

this weekly periodical.
said, in part:
miss any of the
You have hit upon
Good words, those, and properly ap-
preciated by us here in Girard.

McCabe!
namesake of the British citizen and
world scholar, Joseph McCabe, lives
in Manvel, North Dafota, and he is
a regular paid up subseriber—he just
renewed!—to THE AMERICAN FREE-
MAN.

How
We have received a letter from L.

“I have been reading your
the time—ever since

Am reading all of

Mr. “Liversay arouses memories of
E. H.-J. and I were
That was
Wayland,

1897—when Mr.

According to these mile-

and now
for well

The Appeal to Reason rose to the
its power a couple of
It was a Socialist paper

As such, it was an
Then, for

explained, Socialism lost

Today So-

Less than a decade ago, the Hal-
There are
since—some thousands, in

But iz any kubscriber of longer
Has
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“JOSEPH McCABE” RENEWS!

Came a letter from a reader of
The letter
“I can’t afford to
McCabe articles.
it this time.”

But—
The letter was signed by Joscph
Believe it or not, this

I have been accused of being bribed

by the American Medical Associa-
tion. 1 have been “called simply
idiotic. I seem te be headed—judg-

ing from these epistles—for an early
death at the hands of some medical
man,

One point made is that THE AMER-
ICAN FREEMAN is supposed to be
a liberal paper—a “medium for mi-
norities,” as one reader expressed
it. ."Well, yes—but with limitations,
certainly. If s cult springs up
which advocates baptism in boiling
oil, it might conceivably be a minor-
ity, but it would not on that ac-
count receive the support of this
weekly periedical. The mere fact
that haters of medicine are a minor-
ity is not sufficient justification for
arguing that they should be sup-
ported by this or any other liberal
paper. ) -

Some readers seem to think that
becanse doctors are often in doubt
as to what is wrong with a patient,
they must therefore be igmoramuses.
These same readers argue that since
a physiotherapist, perhaps, is sure
he's right, he must be right! Dear
me. It is a much safer rule that the
man who is sure he is right is prob-
ably wrong!

Now there are good doctors and
bad doctors. There are doctors who
keep pace with the times, and there
are doctors who use the same meth-
ods, they learned thirty years ago.
It is a nice question -whether the
young doctor, well trained in the
latest data, is better equipped than
his elder, who. has supplemented
university training with two or three
decades of practical experience. Per-
haps the older doctor has learned by
experience what the “latest discov-
eries have taught the younger. They
could perhaps cach tell the other
some things,

There are many things not well
understood as yet, even hy doctors.
They admit ik, One of these is
diet. But dieticians—so-called ex-
perts—are about as faddistic as
chivopractors. The Arctic explorer,
Stefansson, just recently lived on
nothing but meat for nine years, or
so, to confound the diet experts. He
did confound them. Bran is praised
to the skies one day, by one group;
condemned the next day, by another
group. So with yeast, iodized salt,
vitamins, liver, whole wheat bread,
or what have you? Out of this
confusion some day there will evolve
a scientific diet. I am rather afraid
that such a day has not yet dawned.
Though we are getting there—babies,
for example, have a much better
chance today, with modern knowledge
of food values, than they -used to
have. .

But what have the naturopaths,

Maltatha saan? afPand +a wice tha

a regulal’ pailu up supscriper—une JUSE
renewed!—to THE AMERICAN FREE-
MAN. ’ i

MecCabe can’t afford to miss the
McCabe articles. - Besides having the
same names, these two MecCabes
must have much in common ag to
outlooks on life, liberal ideas, and
such.

LR S
REACTION

One short piece of mine, at least,
has been devoured by readers of
this paper. That was what I wrote
recently about “Doctors, But Not of
Medicine.” Lefters have been pour-
ing in, taking me to task for my
defense of the doctors of medicine,
and my fajlure to give proper
credit to chiropractors, nature-cur-
ers, et al. I have been called names.

and  aanfuaswnac +an  ~hawr® <
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have.

But what have the naturopaths,
and confreres, to show? Someone
comes along who says he is sick, If
these “minority” medieine-men have
had no medical training, they can-
not tell diabetes from an enlarge-
ment of the thyroid gland. But this
sick person is treated by certain
chiropractic or osteopathic or other
methods and is cured. He is cured
of what he called being sick. The
only evidence of his illness, usually,
is his own testimony. Probably a
doctor could have cured him as
easily, if he had believed, in the
doctor. Probably he would have re-
covered by himself, without aid. But
who is to prove it, one way or the
other?

YQALUTDy LUl LUTY ~UdTU LW
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On the other hand, comsider a
little boy in a state of coma from
severe diabetes. A medical practi-
tioner sits up all hours with him,
regulating his carbon dioxide. In-
sulin is called in. The boy revives.
Insulin, thereafter, enables this boy
to assimilate his carbohydrates prop-
erly. The boy lives for an indefi-
nite period, What would have hap-
pened had the boy beem takem to a
Christian Scientist, or a mature-
curer? Probably he would have died.

Yet no dector would guarantee to
cure the boy of diabetes. No docter
would guarantee that the boy would
live. He would perhaps be/reason-
ably hopeful. : .

It is certain that the human bod
cannot replace most organs or parts.
Only the skin (to a limited extent)
can be replaced, if lost. If the
pancreas is missing, hewever, med-
ical science can replace what the
pancreas would supply, if it were
present. If the thyroid is inefficient,
medicine can supply the lack. If a
bone is broken, surgery can place
it so that it will heal properly. If
a bone is infected, or a part gan-
grenous, surgery can remove it and
save the rest of the body from in-
fection.
not always, of course.

As T said before, however, these
faddists may do some good. They
have a good effect, perhaps, on ner-
vous patients, who have nothing
specifically wrong with them. Pa-
tients, that is, who must think that
they are taking a treatment and
believe that it is doing them good.
Proper education may some day
make this hypocrisy unnecessary. A
healthy accord with life as it is will
eliminate many a neurasthenic.

Again, there are evils in the med-
ical profession. We are all human.
Too much money is charged for some
treatments, for one thing. Against
this is the fact that medieal educa-
tion is expensive to secure. It is a
pretly big problem. Meanwhile, if
T develop a severe pain anywhere
between my crown and soles, and it
does not go away in a reasonable
time, I prefer to take my chances
with the doctor.

W e
BRIGHT, WISE, FAIR

The Cincinnati Post, March 22,
1929, printed a good review of E.
Haldeman-Julius’ Outline of Bunk.
By “good” 1 mean favorable—nat-
urally. We are quite human around
here. But the unfavorable reviews
have been reprinted in these columns
fully as readily as the good ones, and
even if I have taken the bitterer
crities to task, they cannot complain
of being censored.

The Cincinnati Post review is
signed by Frank Aston. At inter-
vals it is given such subheadings as

The Cincinnati Post review is

“|signed by Frank Aston. At inter-

vals it is given such subheadings as
“Bright,” “Wise,” and “Fair”;

If we were grilled for an objection
to this book we should state under
protest that it is almost too long. It
runs to 496 pages, not counting the
index, which is no small matter in
itself.

Haldeman-Julius always has a lot to
say, but he really.should say it more
in gasps. His ideas om bunk, for in-
stance, might be digested an evening
at a time, allowing one book for an
evening. '

Had he followed this formula he
could have made four books instead of
one; he could have brought them out
successively and thus kept himself in
the debunker lamplight four times as

sold four times as many books.
Then, too, it is just possible that
Mr. Haldeman-Julius could not have

That is to say, usually—|

long. and in the end he could have]

repeated himself so eften in a smalier

eok.
Althouzl} the title of thig book
sounds flippant, the seeker of wise-

cracks will net find it particularly sat-
fying to his peculiar tastes. While he
deals with a subject lending itself to
nifty phrasing, the author abstains
from that cheapening. practice like a
gentleman, . .

He wants te bring out the
obvious truth ‘that man in the
remote past was practically
having little, if any, acadewic
edge and havirg consequently almest
ne reasoning pewer. Unlettered man
of a few hundred years age could be
made to believe almost anything. He
was a prey of what this author calls
the bunksheeter.

But today man as a whole has a
little knowledge. Some men have a
great desl. Knowing facts and having
some - facility in abstract  reisoning,
man does not swallow bunk se readily
as he once did.

A critical spirit is astir, says Halde-
man-Julius, making it increasingly dif-
ficult for the bunkshooter te hit his
mark,

That is net to say that humanity no
longer is gullible. People still “bite.”
But at least they have complicated the
bunk business so that the quack must
be up and deing if he is to put over a
fast one with enouwgh profit to make
it worth his while.

And after each  fasco people mnowa-
gays have se many means of exchang-
ing comments onr their foslishness that
the next charlatan finds them a little
more skeptical,

Moreover, people are constantly heing
exposed to mental stimuli from print,
pictures and radie. Without knowing
it, they are being wised up.

Meanwhile, with the aid of the Edi-
sons and Fords, they are having a
much better time than they weuld have
had in the duller days of a few gen-
erations ago. .

Haldemgm-Julius brings that out, to-
gether with his uncomplimentary esti-
mate of how fercibly bumk still is
functioning. He presents not unbroken
gloom, but a pattern of light and
shade adaptable to human behavior.

ook R

SHOP TALK
A reader asks if the fortnightly

rather
net so
dumb,
knowl-

articles by Joseph MeCabe, now ap-
pearing in The American Freeman,
will later be issued as Little Blue
Books. They will. As Little Blue
Books they will be kept permanently
in print. However, the Little Blue
Book edition will probably not be
ready sooner than three months after
each article appears in this weekly.

v LIS -

F. W. Walker,, Room No. 57,
Municipal Tuberculosis Sanitarium,
5601 N. Crawford Ave, Chieago,

Ill.,, writes to say that he and some
fellow patients would like to-secure
agnostie or liberal literature to read,
but they cannot afford to buy much
of it. They read 7The Debunker
regularly and enjoy it. Mr. Walker
adds that it takes “considerable sales
resistance to keep from being ‘saved.’
We are always well supplied with
bibles, new testaments, gospels of
St. John, tracts, circ#ars, ‘Sunday
Visitors,” ‘New Worlds,” and the thou-
sand and one different. chureh and
religious publications, but . nothing
of our belief ever comes to us ex-
cept what we must pay for.”” Here
is a chance for some generously in=
clined readers of this paper to send
H.-J. publications, or other similar
works, to Mr. Walker and his friends.

Walter P. Langtry, Homewood,
Manitoba, Canada, sends a list-of
names of rural families whom we
might send advertising. - We thank
him for this thoughtfulness, but we
learned long ago that it does not
pay to send advertising to miscella-
neous printed lists, If readers. send
names of friends they know to be
interested in liberal literature, that
is all right. But miscellaneous lists
of people include too many who are
not interested in reading at all.
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Until May 31---The Key to Culture, in 40
Volumes, Written by Joseph McCabe,

at Only

$3.95!

Thousands of sets of The Key to Culture were sold at $10 per set.

Additional thousands of sets were sold at $7.50.

gain in itself. BUT—

That was a mighty bar-

UNTIL MAY 31, 1929, WE ARE CUTTING THE PRICE TO $3.95'

You cannot afford to pass up this great bargain.

anything like it in the entire history

There never was
of the Haldeman-Julius Publications,

an institution famous for its great bargains in good reading.

You know what a great and readable author Joseph McCabe is.
don’t have to “sell” you on the idea of reading McCabe.

We
Now get your

set of 40 volumes of The Key to Culture—today-—for only $3.95, and we

will pay the postage.

Remember, you are getting the original edition—not a word omitted,
Forty volumes-—and these volumes sell individually at 30¢ per copy, which

means $12 per set—and you can get YOUR set today for only -$3.95.

certainly feel proud of being able to
useful bargain.
for your friends.

HERE IS WHAT YOU

We
offer our readers such a great and

Get your set at once—before May 31-—and get some sets

GET FOR ONLY $3.95! -

1 Foundations of Universe; 2 Construction of Universe; 3 Globe We Live
On; 4 How Life Began; 5 How Life Developed; 6 Marvelous Plant Life; 7 Ani-

mal Life; 8 Animal

44 ML _._t.. £ il
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mal Life; 8 Animal Physjology; 9 Man’s

40 Progress of Science.
this special bargain price of $3.95.

cents per copy. But you won’t want

propular jnvur entire history.
Just send $3.95 immediately
The Key to Culture.

1 Foundations of Universe; 2 Construction of Universe; 3 Globe
‘On; 4 How Life Began; 5 How Life Developed; 6 Marvelous Plant Life; 7 Ani-

'fhyfsjology‘;TQ Man’s Mastery of Li‘fe; 10 Story of Evglut@gn;

Uil FUK UNLY 338900 1. oo
We: Live
Mastery of Life; 10 Story of Evolution;

{11 Peoples of the Earth; 12 How Human Body Works; 13 Sex: Reproduction;
14 Mind Mysteries; 15 Dawn of History; 16 Egypt and Babylon; 17..Greece and-
Romé¢; 18 China and ‘India; 19 Middle-Ages R
of New Age; 22 History of America; 23
25 Economic Ideals; 26 Manual of Money; 27 Human Social Ideals; 28 Ancient
Writers; 29 Medieval Writers; 30° Modern Writers; 31 Writers of Teday; 32
Ancient Art: 83 Medieval®Art: 34 Modern Art; 35 Art of Thinking; 36 Outline
1 of Philosophy; 387 Human Morality; 38 Human Education; 39 Psychoanalysis;

glurope:' 20 \Modern Europe;. 21 Dawn
overnments; 24 Money: Ecoromics;

Remember, you must buy a COMPLETE set of 40 volumes to enjoy
! If you want less than a complete set,
then it is absolutely necessary that you remit at the regular price of:30

to do that—not while we are offering

you this amazing bargain of Joseph McCabe’s Great Masterpiece—The
Key to Cultyge, for only $3.95, if ordered before midnight of May 31, 1929.
Rush in your order today. This is going to be a_popular sale—the most

and say you want the complete set: of

Haldeman-Julius Publications, Girard, Kansas

old. Manifestly, that is not impos-
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sible; men have written masterpieces
in their grizzly years, as witness the
rugged Italian composer, Verdi. Quite
as manifestly, however, it is not
probable. There are three different
versions of the Bierce’s death; as
many Mexican cities claim his ashes
as their own. Somewhere in this
three-cornered dispute must lie the
truth of the matter. Bierce, a “char-

Isaac Goldberg

[C;pyﬁghﬂ, 1929, Haldeman-Julius Co.}

, VOLTAIRE REVERSED

1t is not often that one may make
sense by topsy-turvying Voltaire.
1 believe, however, that I have found
4 eonispicuous instance. By revers-
ing a famous dictum of his I reach
the following epigram:

If & God existed, it would be meces-
sary to destroy him.

Hereby, then, 1 invite the God of
Veltaire to commit suicide.

e o ok
FROM AN. UNORTHODOX DIC-
TIONARY '
Divorce? . 'What is this ghatter
about man not daring to put asun-
der what God hath joined together?
Rather is it the other way round:
Let no God keep arbitrarily together
what fallible man. and fallible .man
alone, joined together for as long as
the purposes of voluntary union are

served.
3
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4 MAN OF MYSTERY

Bitter Bierce. . A ‘Mystery of
American Letters. By C. Hartley
Grattan. ~Doubleday, Doran. New
York., $2.50.° . . :

Ambrose Bierce has at once lost
and gained by having become the
Charley Ross of American literature.
The dramatic circumstances of his
fing] disappearance have left the
memory of him enshrined in a mys-
teriousness that keeps him doubly
wlive. For he is, to put it paradox-
fcally, 2 man who never died. Every
jpnce and again comes a dark hint
that he is still among the living, the
wpooky survivor of himself. If such
s thing be so—“Can Such Things
Be?’ as one of his own titles has it—
he wan today is Sighty.seven years

e !

acter” if ever there was one, ends
his life for all the world like a per-
sonage out of one of his own tales.
He died—we assume that he is dead
—as he lived, by his own fiat. He
hated the commonplace; Death was
the commonest platitude of all, and
he was determined to make-a worthy
epigram of it. He did.

Come to think of it, we know al-|
most as little of ‘his life as of his
death. He was not a man for con-
fidences. No one, so Mr. Grattan
tells us, ever saw him naked. He
had a modesty that, for all his brave
talk, was almost pathological. He
was, take it any way you will, a
bundle of contradictions. He was too
much the man of action to sit down
and coordinate his views into a sys-
tem. And a neatly planned system
usually has something mendacious
at its core; it presents too :great
a te;np‘tation to fit the facts into
the system rather than the system
into the facts, So that we may say,
quite truly, that #o one ever saw
Mr. Bierce’s soul naked, either.
Why was it? Mr. Grattan does not
appear to believe that there was any
secret conflict, any psychiec malad-
justment that produced the quirks of
the Biercian bitterness. Rather, he
finds, such frustration as came to
Bierce was the result of his incom-
‘patability with his environment.

Such incompatability is true of
most artists. . But there is this te
consider: - a “Mark Twain and a

Bierce may react to the same en-
vironment in manners as opposed as
their temperaments. ‘‘Rierce,” as
Grattan points out, “saw the in-
evitable result of making concessions
before he was tempted t6 make any.
Twain. sgw. the rdsults of making

tal.

investigation. .
mind, a hatred of realism that was
not a hatred of reality, a flair for
the abnormal.
ferent tempeyaments react differently
to a similar énvironment, we have a
definite problem of temperament be-
fore us.
sadistic-masochistic.
ther himself nor others.

concessions after they were made.’
Twain was of more yielding clay

frustrated by acceptance.
L

ideas.
sion.
worshiper.

works.

collected.
tales that he shines.

some seven years after Bierce was
born. There must Wave been some-
thing in Bierce’s temperament, too,
that resembled the morbid, intro-
spective, excessively logical nature
of his senior. Bierce, like Poe, was
finicky about style; like him, too, he
hit out straight from the shoulder;
he conceived of an aristocratic lead-
ership, much in the fashion of Poe
before him and Mencken after. Of
Poe’s frustration, however, we know

knowing—far more than we do of
Bierce’s.

I wonder how right Mr. Grattan
is when he insists that Bierce’s frus-
tration was exclusively environmen-
The ‘book, interesting as it is,
would have been even more so if

the ctitic had attempted to account,

in part at least, for the Bierce prob-
lem with a modicum of psychological
Bierce had a- strange

Precisely because dif-

Bierce seems to have been
He spared nei-
As for

woman, he used her, but did not
enthrone her. He was an anti-femin-
ist. He hated labtr unions, but

Reproduced 2008

Bierce, again, was frustrated by re-
jection; William Dean Howells (the
observation, again, is Grattan’s) was

Grattan’s book deals successively
with Bierce’s life, his literature and
There is also a brief Conclu-
The author, surely, is no hero-
He relegates to obscur-
ity two-thirds of the twelve volumes
which make ®p Bierce’'s collected
Bierce as a poet is airily,
and justly, dismissed. His journal-
istic stuff had better remained un-
It is in a number of short
His views on
verse and on short fictjon ®esemble
closely those of Poe, who was dead

—or, at least, have the materials for|

"|hated even more those capitalists

who vitiated the higher potentiali-
ties of Capitalism. And often, sit
Deo gratia, he was inconsistent.
Was it his unhappy marriage that
embittered him? Why did it turn
out as it did?
Socialism and Socialists derive from
the fact that he had lost an early
sweetheart to a Socialist? Is this
the only effect such an early frus-
tration could have had? And his
adoration for things and authors

only upon his short interlude in
London, during which he learned the
essentials of his craft? Dil Bierce:
have what we may call today a
Henry James complex?

oo e

L

Grattan’s book, as you see, raises

as many questions as it answers. 1t
is crisp and stimulating. It reveals
the true critical temper. Grattan’s

pages on the short tales of Bierce
are especially good; he has an ad-
mirable sense of the man’s technical
processes and of the peculiar effects
that he scored. There are copious
quotations, but none of them does
service as mere padding. . Bierce, in
these pages, comes alive as a human
puzzle. Undoubtedly one of the re-
sults of the monograph will be to
restore to Bierce a measure of at-
tention which he has missed. - He
was not made to be a- popular au-
thor; much ¢f his writing, moreover,
deserves' the oblivion in ‘which it
dwells. Yet the man, as his critic
observes, is far more impbrtant than
many who crowd him out of Ameri-
can literary records; he is, despite
certain ‘amusing orthodoxies' of his
spifit, a modern. “It must be con-
ceded that he is worthy of a.place
along with Frank Norris, Stephen
Crane, and Jack London, who, in
spite of their foibles and -failures,
are reckoned to have been: writers of
high merit. He, like these, had’ a
part in the coming of age of Amer-
ica.”

Grattan writes a straightforward
English. Now and then he allows
himself to become ‘careless. “But he
fulfills exvellently hi§ intention: that

Did his hatred for,

English? Could this have.been based | |

of arousing new interest in his man.
This is his first book, although many
of us know him long in the pages
of The Bookman, The American Mer-
cury, The Debunker and other na-
tional publications. We arg justified,
by the performance of “Bitter
Bierce,” in welcoming C. Hartley
Grattan to the small band of Amer-
ican critics who have something to
say, and who say it worthily.
L K

ANOTHER HAUPTMANN

| ¥ UME

The Viking Press has added a
ninth volume to its excellent set of
the dramatic’ works of Gerhart
Hauptmann in English. The book
contains “Florian Geyer” and “Ve-
land” and sells, like the rest of the
collectiom, at $2.50. The translations
are the work, respectively, of Bayard
Quincy Morgan and Edwin Muir,
both practiced hands. Between the
first play - (1895) and the second
(1925) lie three decades. .
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 Arctic Explorer, Says:

“l find The Debunker interesting and
consider it important because it is the ve-
hicle . for things that cannot be printed
elsewhere. 1 have a friendly feeling for
your magazine: you publish things that
others will not touch, and many things that
need to be published.”

dependent of advertising revenue,
stepping on anybody’s toes.
THE DEBUNKER Shows one side
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" to verify the facts they print.
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A Monthly Magazine
“The Debunker” is all that

its name implies:
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it debunks

Clarence Darrow -
Famous Lawyer, Says:

“1 read The Debunker diligently. ‘I hear
of it wherever 1 go. I really believe that
there is no one in the country who is:dolng:
anything 1like thé good for freedom. of
thought and action that you are doing.”

THE DEBUNKER is fearless. It panders to no one. Being entirely‘ ine
» it can speak its mind. freely without

of every questiom: that opposed to

Bunk.
THE DEBUNKER is militant. It dees mot stop with weak-kneed: ladies’

, ) ! It openly denounces it in ne uncertain' terms
and leads a vigorous attack against it in all its variegated manifesta-

tions. ) e
THE DEBUNKER is aathoritative. The editors go to comiderable trouble
The authors are people of gchievgnjgy

THE DEBUNKER is always interesting. It prints facts and epinions ne
other magazine dares to publish. Not an article between the eévers

pass up. . . .
It has not the sour and dour

a laugh. It sparkles and bnm

-THE DEBUNKER . is up-to-the-minute, fresh, new, vigorous—no medfc

commonplaces. It is full of vim and

Most of its writers are young people in the midst of this turbu-

VEstablished only four -years ago, ‘it has
today slready a sizable audience and is a strapping young giant loeks
ing - for still wider ficlds of endeavor. It deserves and needs ‘you;
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aps very tolerant toward that de-
site in others. S

- 'The mere passing of a law is not
going to ‘alter a man’s idea of what
constitutes crime. He is properly
shocked at murder. He has ne sym-
pathy with the burglar. . He is het
against the banker whe betrays his

trust. Actual, indisputable crimes'

that menace the public, that may
conceivably strike at the security of
the individusl, find mo favor. ‘

But when issues ef merality are
confused with fssueg of crime, there
is a different sttitude. Seme mil-
lions of Americans are perfectly con-
vinced that it iz all right to sell,
buy, and drink imtoxicamts, no mat-
ter what the law says. This public
opinion is mere comspicuous in the
large centers of population, like New
York City. Texas Guinam would
not be favorably regarded, I daresay,
in a Middle West tewn of five or
ten thousand peoplc; but in New
York City she is admired, she 'is
gratefully. accepted as a lively and
entertaining public figure, and she is
not admitted, by a jury of twelve
good men- and true, to be a criminal.
For that matter, in all parts of the
country juries have returned verdivts
of “not guilty” in liquor cases, con-
trary to-the evidemce. It is one way
of registering protest against a law
which, even if there be a solid ma-
jority back of it, is far from unani-
mously popular.

Good citizens may object to juries
taking the law into their own hands.
Beyond question, it is dangerous.
But then how often have judges
taken the-law into their own hands?
It is, I believe, a rather common
practice. Injunctions, contempt of
court, interpretations of the law—
in various ways, the judiciary legis-
lates and wields an arbitrary power.

And if we are in duty bound to
obey the law, or 'if generallysas a
‘mgtter of safe wocial policy the law
should be obeyed, there are some
démands of réason and fairmess that
we  can_ make upon the law, One
could conceive. of any foolish, un-
just kind .of laws. It used to be
illegal to sell cigarettes in' Kansas;
but geod citizens without the slight-
est compunection connived at the
breaking of the law; it was recog-
nizably a silly -outrage, so cigarette
swiskers -:paid  no attentien fo it.
Now ‘it is again legal to sell and buy
cighrettes in Kansas—but what actu-
ally.is the wmoral difference? None
whittever. ¥ the law says it ig a
crime to “sell certain books, we all
cheerfully welcome the practice of
booklegging. We feel that we have
a right to select our own reading,
without thanks to .any board of
cénsors.

It seems to me that this feeling
is sound and admirable. If the
spirit -of liberty dies out, then we
are lost indesd. We are often told

that the law is based en commen
semse and justice. We see evidence
comstantly that it gets pretty far
from that base, but it is just as
well to assert our persomal rights
-when it gets tee far. Ko

Neor is it semsible te: arguwe that
this will eultivate a reckless, dan-
gereus disrespect for law and order.
Opponents of Prehibition, as well
as its supperters, use this fallacious
argument. Yet becanse a man buys
a drink of illegal liquer, without
any injury to his comscience, it does
not follow that he will be induced
gradually to twen to burglary and
then to- murder amd so on. His
respect f,r socially mnecessary, fun-
damental ‘law and order will not be
a bit the less. , )

Anyway, argument is superfluous.
We are considering faets. If enough
people dislike a law, they will ignore
it dnd beat it imsofar as they are
able. And sumptuary laws, regulat-
ing the morals of the people, seem
quite easily brokem. It's quite- a
job to make one person behave. ‘But
when you lay down the law of be-
havior for a hundred and ten mil-
lien people, the task is propertion-
ately more difficult.

L K R o
HOW MANY SKEPTICS?

There is no doubt that skepticism,
albeit modernly a great deal more
familiar and respectable than ever
before, is still mot adequately rep-
resented by the number who avow
their disbelief in religion. There are
‘many who fer publie or business rea-
sons affect an interest in or a friend-
liness toward religien which is not
sincere.

Business men, particularly in
small towns, dare not let it be
known that they have suspicions of
the “truth” as shouted from the
pulpit. I don’t say that many small
town business men are sufficiently
curious or emancipated te be skep-
tics; but surely there are some
among them who are entertained pri-
vately by doubts, but it is policy
to keep it to themselves. .

Politicians, again, must bhe re-
spectful toward Christianity. A
politician would ruin his career if
he were to proclaim himself an
atheist. The common run of poli-
ticianhs are not, I believe, very in-
tellectual. Their beliefs are not
above the average of mental life
among their constituents. Ore can
easily believe that they take seri-
ously, which does not mean- piously
nor profoundly, the more sweeping
pretensions of religion. They. are
not at all soilful—ok, no—but they
believe in God, in a future life, and
all that. However, many of them
preténd a feeling of respect for whaj
is called the Christian life which at
heart, they do not feel.

Again, we know that professors
in state schools have -to be pretty
discreet about their views on reli-
gion. An open profession of athe-
ism would be the end of them pro-
fessionally. Even though in the
academic world they are known as
having little enthusiasm for religion,
their position must “be carefully
maintained. When they discuss re-
ligion in any really public way, they
begin to trim. their sails to the
popular breeze. )

Journalists, again, count among
their number a rather high proper-

tion of freethinkers and cynics. But

'he cam suit himself in his beliefs.

this deesn’t show im their werk.
Se far as the public knows, they

believe in all the sentimental and|

traditional ideas. They write beau-
tifully and hellowly about religiem,
not believing a werd eof it.
. Even beotleggers, I believe, have
to pretend a respect for religiem
though they have it met. Mere, too,
ome must be realistie: I dom’t be-
lieve many boetleggers are irreli-
gious in opinion. On the comtrary,
they are apt te believe as firmly im
a God and in a future life as, let
us say, the majority ef their patrons.
They will go so far as to ebject to
the meddling of preachers in secular
affairs. They think every preacher
should tend his own bar, so to speak.
Bootleggers, however, dom’t incline
toward atheism. Perhaps they
haven't time to study the question.
They are a busy class ef neeple.
The freest man of all, no doubt,
is the skilled workingman. If he
satisfies his employer with kis work,

He doesn’t have to bow slavishly to
public opinion. He isn’t unfairly in
the limelight. He doesn’t have to
attend church to maintain his social
position or to help his busifess. He
can be as atheistic as he will, and
who cares? ) .

Great material rewards may be
had from the public, pelitically and
professionally and commercially, but
they must be paid for, in the case of
the exceptional man, by the sacrifice
of freedom.

L IR )
' A PATRIOTIC ILLUSION

Another patriotic illusion which is:
maintained in the face of steady!
evidence to the eontrary is that
Americans especially admire and de-
light in plain speaking. It is part,
no doubt, of that other illusion that
Americans are vowed to good sports-
manship, a belief in free speech, and
the equal rights of men articulately
and actively; doubtless it also owes
something to Apmericans’ pride in
their practical nature—plain words:
with a plain meaning, that’s the
business-like way.

But is it true? Take the popular
statements, say of politicians, which
are intended supposedly to express;
that Americanism which appeals to
the majority. More often than not:
these .statements are clouded and
obscure. They seem. to say ome
thing, yet they may mean something
else; frequently, it is possible to in-
terpret them in several contradic-
tory ways. It'is notorious that poli-
ticians do riot believe in and do not,
save through accident or sheer un-
welcome necessity, resort to plain
speaking. They are double-dealers
in speech-‘as in action. They are
accustomed also to a vague general-
ized form of expression (apart from
deliberate deception) in which words
are used loosely and on the strength
of most unwarranted assumptions.
Recall, for example, how language
was twisted or employed meaning-
lessly in promotion of the American
war machinery ein 1917-18: “mak-
ing the world safe for democracy,”
“volunteering en masse,” “our debt
to France,” and suchlike phrases
were -ironically devoid of honesty
and reality. Every President, in his
public addresses in traditional as-
csertion of American idealism, so
called, plays heavily with language

‘an_ outburst of resentment.

whese meaning is not clgar perhaps
even to himself.

The preachers do not customarily
use plain (in the semse of direet,
clear, precise) language. They in-
deed must, it seems, rely wholly
upon almest empty, uncertain, slip-
pery phrases. The average church
member, after listening to a char-
acteristic sermon ‘from his favorite
preacher, would be at a loss to ex-
plain clearly what he has heard, to
make plain semse im plain language
of the preacher’s. flight of rhetorie,
tirade of abuse, or venture into
vapid metaphysies. It has sounded
good to him, he thinks, and he has

‘an unreflective - comforting féeling

that it has all ‘been very respecta-
ble and proper, but as far intel-
lectual comtent or tangible, exact,
applicable meaning—that, nine times
out of ten, is simply not there.

Let us look :at this illusion from
another angle.: Do the majority of
Americans like plain speaking when
it is the expression, clear and for-
cible, of a minority viewpoint? Of
course they do not. They are in-
dignant when anyone aims sharp,
uncompromising eriticism at their
myths, their idols, their standard-
ized activities and attitudes toward
life. They are, in the first place,
quite sensitive to criticism; but at
least they demand that the' critic
shall use easy, polite language. It
will not do, for example, to declare
that a popular hero is a common-
place fellow without a single claim
to greatness. Even if he is discussed
critically, the hero must be discussed
as if he were a Great Man. One
may get away with the statement
that the crowd is mistaken in this
or that detail, or that it is a little
bit mistaken, but to say that it is

‘utterly fooled about a man or an

issue is to use that plain speaking
which Americans do not commonly
relish.

No matter how strong a case the
iconoclast may have: if he states
that case plainly, in the simplest
terms, having regard for the exact
and economical use of words, he
will find himself bitterly denounced.
(Of course he ‘expects this and it
doesn’t bother him much.) A gen-
tle, evasive “iconoclasm” (contra-
diction in terms!) is the only style
that will be accepted with tolera-
tion, and that doubtfully. - One must
speak in a dignified, respectful way
of popularly admired politicians.
One must, even in criticism, refer
reverently to religion. One must
“beat about- the ‘bush,” using large,
indefinite, inoffensive words, when
speaking of American phobias, illu-
sions, and cherished customs.

And even then, if it is fairly clear
that one is, in however nice a man-
ner, attacking what is called “Amer-
jcanism” there is likely to follow
It is
not simply a matter of disagreement.
It is not simply that - Americans,
popular spokesmen, are ever ready
to defend ‘American ideas of the
vox populi brand. The fact that I
emphasize is the quick and extreme
ill nature with which eritical ideas,
minority views, are handled. The
tone of real diseussiomn is seldom
heard. It is as if the critic had
committed some sort of crime, and
were fit only for abuse when actual
punishment is mnot convenient.

Plain speaking ‘(blunt, not neces-

‘grace”

sarily accurate nor  sensible, speak-
ing) .is popular emough when it ex-
presses a popular point of view.
Short and ugly words are quite com-
monly thrown at radicals, foreigm-
ers, atheists, at any whose “Ameri-
canism” is supposed not to be pure.
But to say that plain speaking
per se has a particular place in the
tolerant regard of Americans is
merely to repeat another patriotic
illusien. ’ -
’ LR I ‘
WHAT WE CAN SEE

It is not necessary to ponder
deeply and hazily—it is only neces-
sary to observe a little—in order to
realize the bunkistic element in many
popular ideas. Just plain, straight
observation is the best of all de-
bunking measures.

Take, at a vemture, the idea that
a belief in religion is essential to
morality. Now, that is not properly
an abstract question. It relates to
your neighbors. You can test it by
looking about you, at the people you
know, and by studyi their be-
havior with respect to' their pro-
fessed faith orlack of faith in God,
immortality, the Bible and all the
rest. And you can easily ascertain
that folks who attend church regu-
larly are not more kindly, honest,
decent than folks who never step
inside a church. A man is not bet-
ter to live with, either in agreea-
bleness or trustworthiness, because
he believes in & God. Atheism is
not synonymous with immorality.

These are facts. They are not
merely arguments. Yet with these
facts in plain view for everybody to
see the old claim is made that re-
ligion and morality are inseparably
related as cause and effect.

Those who profess to have genuine
faith in God as one who watches
over them, attends to their wants,
and can be relied upon specially in
emergencies — these pathetically
trusting one can settle the question
by observing what happens to them
and to their neighbors. Do the faith-
ful have misfortunes? Are their
petitions to “the throne of divine
obligingly noted and re-
sponded to in a real way? Does
the religion or irreligion of their
neighbors noticeably affect their
work, their health, their prosperity,
and the like? -

It ought not -to be hard to ascer-
tain the correct answers. It isn’t
hard, but if a man is bound to keep
his faith he will pay no attention
to the amswers; he will not even
be so realistic as to ask the ques-
tions. And then his preacher will
tell him, as “Sparkplug” Cadman
told his readers the other day, that
the essence of “faith is to keep on
having faith in spite of the fact
that results do not materialize. -True
enough, that s the essence of faith.
It’s a dogmatic, one-sided, irrational
bargain—this bargain of: faith be-
tween the Christian and his God.
God doesn’t need to produce a single
thing to reward this faith, but the
believer, disappointed and cheated
again and again, must persist in
his humility and ecredulity. If he
doubts—that is to say, if he ob-
serves and if he {ises common sense
—he is letting wickedness enter into
his heart. If he goes so far as to
deny God, then he is a “fool” of
an atheist. Great is this sophistry:

the man who observes facts that are

familiar and consistent all hiz life
long and bases his epinion on them
is a “fool”: the man who ignores
these same facts and hugs a belief
that is utterly irrecomcilable with the
facts has the “wisdom” of faith.

Take an idea in the demain of
morals, which the Puritans whe lin-
ger in our midst still confidently
repeat: namely, that sex relations
outside of masriage are degrading.
Now, you doubtless are familiar with
a number of imstances of such illieit
relations. What evidence have you
observed of their degrading effect?
In just what way is a person of
either sex actually worse for havinz
such relationg? Simply observe.
That's better than any argament.
Of course, what can you de with
the Puritan who insists that un-
chastity is a sim in itself? He is
only waiving the facts, shirking
proof, and making an unsupported
assertion. If he were to say that
it is a sin in itself to remain awake
after ten o’clock at night, his state-
ment would have exactly the same
value, no more and mo less.

Again, there is the Catholic dogma
that divorce is a sin (really, that
there can be no such thing as genu-
ine divoree) or that marriage is a
religious sacrament or it is nothing.
Upon what groumd of observation
are these dogmas based? You kmow
divorced persoms—does your obser-
vation reveal that they are morally
done for and started upon the down-
?vard path by their action in break-
ing unhappy marriage ties? That
is the only question: for divorce
must be judged by its practical re-
lation .tolife. .

- Or take, in the patriotic field, the
notion that native Americans are
superior to persons who have come
here from foreign shores. It is not

diffou}t to test the validity ef this
notion. Look  abont yow at% the
characters of the Italians, Germans,
Bulgarians, Russians—at any for-
eigners—whom you know. xYeu will
certainly observe, according te the

recentnegs of their immigration, dif-

ferences of speech and manner. -But
can you honestly say that they are
inferior in character, in sense, im
any human quality? = .. .. = -

Again, consider the statement that
a closed Sunday is a sdcredly 'e;ssen-
tial measure of morality or soeial
orderliness. This statement, for ex~
ample, is made and is believed by
persoms who live where amusements
are wide opem on Sundays. They

-

can tell nerely by locking over the

yround whether the statement is
true. But do they directly, honestly
observe and thus deeide, by ‘the
light of facts and facts only, whether
a population that attends the the-
ater and ball games on Sunday is
morally the worse for this “desecra-
tion” of the Sabbath. Here, toe, one
realizes that dogma wmay come to
the rescue. It may be asserted that
the mere fact of attending the the.
ater on Sunday is in itself a sign
and proof of moral degemeracy. But
of course with that style of “argu-
ment” one can de nothing. It's a
case of believe it or met.

There is no end te the assump-
tions that are recklessly made, which
do not require what we ordinarily
think of as argument, but - whieh
need only be checked by observation:
The stromgest debunking is a good
healthy dose of the obvious. And it
is precisely the obvieus that many
people refuse to see. There is the
old saying, “Seeing is belisving.”
Here we may change it to read:
Believing is mot-seeing. '

s——
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e
wit# ‘Huxley himself is for most of us
quite extinct. ‘We do not cure a cent
what difficulties philosophers find in
the mature of perception ag it is
rélated to external .objects. Realism,
what used to be ealled naive or
crude realism, is proved by a most
formidable “reduction to the absurd”
of sny denial of it. Unless we admit
realism in the full sense of the word,
net. merely that there may be some-
thing outside the mind which causes
apd corresponds to our percepts,
but somethimg that we can kttow in
detail. we. waste time in such re-
séarch’' as that by which Dr. Shap-
ley 'has measured thé universe and
detgrmined its center. The more
wé - seek préeision and exact meas-
urement in science the more strictly
realjstic we are. Science in every
branch; history, even art and let-
ters are not worth cultivating i;vve
have any doubt about the objectivity
of our knowledge.

And this objective world which
we perceive is a -material world.
Every reality of ‘which we have .a
dirdct and positive knowledge is a
measurable reality, something with
dimensions. Superficial writers raise
the question whethér ether or what-
ever fills space between the heavenly
badies is material, yet it has just
as obviously - time and space rela-
tiops as the stars themselves. If Ein-
stein’s curved space and finite but
uslimited universe is preferved, it is
still - something* essentially measura-
ble and material. Some again think
materialism discredited because when
an electron travels at about 170,000
and it is precisely by measurment
that we discover the change. If we
adopt the new ‘use of the word
energy ané say that matter and

'energy are interchangeable, even if
iwe go so far as to say with Pro-
fessor Ostwald that the one ultimate
reality is energy, we are still deal-
ing with a measurable and .there-
fore material reality. ' At all events,
we are certainly not dealing with a
spiritual reality, for there never was
a philosepher or theologian who did
not claim that spirit has “ne parts
and no magnitude,” nething that 'is
measurable,” no time and space. re-
lations. - :

Next, how many psychologists are
there whe now think that man may
have a “faculty” or “power” of
directly perceiving other than mate-
rial realities? They are as negli-
gible as the novelists who talk about
woman’s intuition. The whole idea

faculties is as dead as the idea
of instinets. ¥What the psychologist
analyzes is thought, and he finds no
elements of it that were not derived
ultimately .from our impressions or
perceptions of material objects. Nat-
urally he finds ideas of spiritual ob-
jects in’ the mind, but the very idea
of spirit is formed by abstractien, by
removing from matter its material
sttributes and leaving only “sub-
stance”; and he finds that any defi-
nite claim of the existence of such
spiritual realities takes the form of
an inference from the material
things we do perceive. We do hot
today -2dmit geds that are intuited
or subjective feelings that the mind
must be spiritual. These things may
be admitted in philosophy, which in
proportion as it clings to such things
makes no progress and adds no un-
controverted elements to our kmowl-
edge. The methed of science alone
gives us stitements on which all
thinking peeple can agree, because
ultimately those statements are based
Lupon observations which any nor-
mal man may verify.

Human knowledge has expanded
immensely in the last fifty years, and

edge has been attained by any other
of measurable realities. Every mys-

tic method of acquiring or purport-
ing te acdquire knowledge has been

not' one item of this vast new knowl-’

than the scientific method, the study.

of® experience, while the scientific
method has been accredited by the
accumulation in one century of a
mighty body of truths unanimously
agreed upon and proved by practical
application in industry. In science
from this viewpoint I include history,
which is a study and interpretation
of measurable realities: documents
and monuments. This therefore is
the only sense in which we can now
speak of limitations of human knowl-
edge: 1 mean limitations in prin-
ciple, or from the structure of the
mind, not the Ilimitations of our
actual knowledge where research has
not yet proceeded far enough.

" And I say very deliberately that
Agnostics who suggest that there is
or may be something which is not
approachable by this mechanical
method of investigation, as we may
call science, are creating their own
little mystery, and that when it is
scientific men who use this language
they are abandoning every canon
of thought which they use im their
really prefitable scientific research.
I have selected Sir E. Ray Lan-
kester as an example because, though
he is new very- old, he is regarded
as the dean of British science and
he’is one of the few whe have re-
cently written on the subject. He
talks, as I said, about “external
factors” which may be of a different
kind from our time-space realities,
about an x of “unknown and un-
knowable pessibilities.”

At one point, to give the reader
an impression that there is really
something definite in this vague lan-
guage, he says of the mechanism of
nature: “As to whence or how it
came about, or whither it is going,
as to what it and what our con-
sciousness of it really are, and why
it is and why we are here, modern
science has no answer.” This, of
course, is to rebuke the Atheist and
Materialist who fancies that the
scientific method will in time an-
swer all questions; and it is merely
an -illustration of the way in which
scientific men- reason loosely when
they see a spiritual policeman in
the' offing. There are no such ques-

igeredited by three theusand yéars

tions .45 “whemee or how it came

about,” and so om, for the simple
reason that we have not the least
reason to suppose that it ever did
“come about.” If any one of the
bits of werbal jugglery by which
some have attempted to prove that
the universe had a beginning were
put before Ray Lankester he would
toss it aside with more than his
usual disdain of metaphysics. Until
someone proves that nature is nat
eternal—it - is not our business to
prove that it is—the questions
whence and how and whither are
not insoluble problems but imagi-
nary problems.

As to the tptally different ques-
tions “what it (nature) is and what
our consciousness of it really is,”
they do indicate very real problems
but no man has a right to suggest
that they will not be solved by scien-
tific research. “Science has no an-
swer” says the distinguished scien-
tist; so, of course, it can’t conflict
with the religious answer. It is
Agnostic. But let us talk plain
English. If you ask the physicist—
Ray Lankester is a biologist—what
matter, or the electron, or electricity,
or ether, or emergy if yeu like, is,
he replies that he does mnot fully
know yet but he is advancing very
satisfactorily in the direction of the
answer. There. may be one form of
material reality -filling the universe
or there may be two or more forms.
We don’t know yet, But this is
exactly what science regards as one
of the greatest questions lying
within its own province. To sug-
gest an *ultimate essence” of na-
ture that is not even approachable
by the scientific method is just as
arbitrary as to raise questions about
whence and whither. The problems
are fictitious. So in regard to
consciousness. It is quite true that
we do not know what it is—yet.
But it is a seientific problem, and
we are advancing toward the an-
swer. The scientific method has
made infinitely more progress in
explaining mind in fifty years than
the philosophical methoed made in
two millennia, and the greater part
of this progress was made by re-

search on the lines of asnatomy and

physiology. It is simply playing the
game of the Churches to tell people
that science:has no answer when
half your problems are fictitious and
the other half are in process of solu-
tion by science.

Let me next take Dr. Robert Mil-
likan, a kind of Agnostic-Theist, a
distinguished scientist who believes
in God but admits that his concep-
tion is “vague and indefinite.” It
is not merely vague and indefinite,
but it betrays an intellectual shal-
lowness and confusion which show
that Millikan does not use the same
brain to study electrons and to think
about religion. That invariably hap-
pens with these religious scientists,
and it is quite natural. The intel-
lectual processes they use in the
laboratory are the outcome of thirty
or forty years’ training and intense
experience. The remarks about re-
ligion which they drop to inter-
viewers are casual reflections with
neither knowledge nor training be-
hind them. It is astonishing that
these scientific men do not realize
that prelonged study and a- special
equipment are needed.
| realizing that he has neither, Milli-
kan smoothly assures the worid that
it “pains” him to hear “crudely
Atheistic views expressed by men
who have never known the deeper
side of existence,” that materialism
is “utterly absurd and altogether
irrational,” and that. he has “never
known a thinking man who did not
tbelieve in God.” This is the sort
of man who will tolerate. your ex-
istence if you are a reverent Ag-
nostic but dabl himself with an an-
tiseptic if you “say you are an
Atheist.

When one reads his attempts to
give some coherent account of his
own knowledge of “the deeper side
of existence” one has to smile at
his conceit.
mysteries and obscurities. The map
of science is still a great blank
-sheet with a few -small regions char-
ted. “The more we investigate the
more we see how far we are from

Note the word “real.”. These little

.words (deep, real, ultimate, etc.)
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Instead of

We are surrounded by *

any real comprehension of it all.”y

help out the argument very nicely.
Anyway we all admit that owur
knowledge of nature is extremely
imperfect and full of obscurities.
We more superficial people find this
natural enough. For two or three
thousand years the thinkers of {he
race have followed entirely wrong
methods. We have been on the
right track only for a century or

two, and we smile at anybody who
has emotions because there are still
obscurities. But where in the name
of all that is scientifie is the logie,
the intellectual coherence, of this
conclusion which Millikan draws
from the actual limitation of our
knowledge: “The more we inwesti-
gate, the clearer we see that im the
very admission of our ignorance and
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finitehess we recognmize the existemce
of a Semething, a Power, a Being,

of facts which were half a eentury
age suppesed to peint te spiritual

in whem and because of whom Wwe|realities or cosmic intelligences have

live and move amd have our being—

a Creator by whatever rame we mey
cal Him.”

This is worse than Ray Lankester.
We feel the atmosphere of Point
Lema rather than of the laboratery.
Why the something in which we
finite humans have our being is
Sdorned with a capital S, why it
bécomes in the mext breath a Power
(a 'word which his fellow-physiecist
and mystic, Oliver lodge, warms his
readers never te use if they want
to think clearly), and in the mext;
breath a Creator (who makes things
out of - mething) of the masculine
gender—well, if that is the way
“prefeund” thinkers think I am glad
I am merely superficial. Te be quite
fair, however, Millikan throws seme
further light em his mental process.
Spitit, persemality, love, duty, and
beauty are for us, he says, “gs real
as the physical things ‘we handle”
By spirit and personality ke means
consciousness, and the little play en
werds carries him a leng way. Ob-
vieusly there is spirit (mind) in
nature, so you cannet “synthetize”
nature and leawe it out, and so just
as ebviously the materialist, who does
leave ¥ out, is an wutter ass. This
sert of thing is really childish. Mil-
likam it wo mere eguipped te investi-
gate whether the mind is spiritual
than T am to aseertain the diameter
of am electron. He assumes that
there is 2 dollar im his pocket and
tells we wkat damned fools we are
met to recognize . Very deep.

I ceuld take other specimens of
thiz  power-behind-the-mniverse or
mystery-of-existence school, bat it is
surely enough to take two of the
mosh distinguished wen of" science
of Ameriea and England. And I
am net goimg to apolegize for my
radeness. Just beeause I respect
the high ability of these men in
matters of science I say that they
ought te be ashamed ever to print
these eemfused relections on a sub-
ject with which they are unfamiliar,
amd still more ashamed of their
arrogant remarks on the dogmatism
of the Atheist. Neither they nor any
other writer on the subject have given
us any serious reasom to think that
there ave problems which cannmol be
solved by scientifie research, and they
ought to lmow better than any~that
scientifie research has only begun.
Tike the flabbiest of mysties they
talk abeut deep and ultimate and
mystery, and so brimg an emeotional
mist mte the minds of their readers.
Unless the immaterial, er God, ean
be inferred frem something observed
within ‘the scheme of nature it is
waste of time to talk about it.

‘Some years before Millikan wrote
this that I have queted Professor
Roy Woed Sellars had published an
admirable boeok, The Next Step in
Religion, with which I quarrel only
because I think the title ought to
be. “the mext step out of religion.”
God is politely ushered eut of the
ethical as well as the philesephical
werld—so, of course, Dr. Sellars is
not “a thinking man”—and we are
told that “romantie spiritualism must
give way to a humanistie natural-
ism.” But the chief peint in it te
whick T weuld draw attention is the
chapter om “The limits of personal
ageney.” Dr. Sellars insists that
any persomal agency we admit must
be kmown to us through experience.
Suck a persomality is knewn te us—
“that imcarnated intelligence which
organisms possess.” And he closes
his severely ‘reasoned chapter with
the words: “But experiemce gives
us no hint of a transcendent agent
for whom the earth is as a feotstool
and who whirls stars and planets
threugh space to their appointed
erbits.”

.That is my first point imn recon-
gidering the use of the name Athe-
ist; though, of course, Dr. Sellars
would probably not be with me in
this further comclusiem. Fifty years
ago the imguiry was still in pregress.
The Theistic attitude was that
within eur experience of mature we
found things from which we legiti-
mately deduced the existence of Ged.
Baut science was beginning te shew
that owr experience only suggested
a supernatural because it was a
superficial or inaccurate experience.
We were every year correcting and
filling out our experience by a more
profound search into mature as it is
and especially by discovering the
leng past which sheds so much light
on the present A great physicist
was sayipg at that time that the
atems of matter were clearly “mam-
ufactured articles,” but the progress
of physics has sent his argument
into oblivien. Others built on the
obscurity of biological processes. The
great issue was, taking it broadly,
is the whole of reality mechanical
and approachable by scientific meth-
ods or have we reasom to believe,
have we  experiences which compel
us to believe, that there are jmma-
terial realifies?

Now I am not going te imitate
the omniscient and dogmatic people
whe say that there are problems
which science will never selve or
spiritual .realities which it is un-
fitted to study. I am mot going te
say dogmatically tkat science wil
some day explain everything. But
I do say that something of great
significance has happenéd in the last
fifty years. Every new ‘fact we
have discovered has fitted into the
mechanistic or materialistie scheme:
not ome mew fact has beean discov-
ered that suggests anything beyond
tmaterial natare: and vast numbers

been covered by a purely scientifie
explanatien. Apply this to the ques-
tion of the existence of Ged in par-
ticnlar. Not one new fact has turmed
up. in scienece or histery or any other
department of thought which favors
the idea of his existence, in either
persenal or impersenal form, while

the Theistie interpretation ef my-
riads of faets withim our experxence
—eof the whele wumiverse, in fact—
has been so discredited by the scien-
ltlﬁc interpretation of those facts that
a scientist or a phllosopher who new
sees evidemce of Ged im the order
and beauty eof the universe or the
phenomena of conscience is very rare.
They now look for God in the shad-
ows of the universe., They leave the
sunlit areas bo sciemce.

Simultaneously with this tremen-
dous shattering of the old arguments
for Ged, which weuld of itself jus-
tify us im using more confident lam-
guage than men did fifty years age,
there has been another very signifi-
cant development. Half a century
ago Theists were still using the
amusing old argument that God must
exist because all the savages in the
world believed in a God. This argu-
ment has, with the advance of an-
thropelogy and the seiemce of com-
parative religion, beem turmed back
with ‘appalling ferce upon those who
used it. We mow see that belief ia
God is mot in the least a man's nat-
uril reaction te his surroundings or
his experience. He is almest bera
with the idea, and he comverts eor
perverts his experience into “proofs”
in favor ef it. Im the living labora-
tory of savage life we can observe
the fabrication of the belief. We
have a few peoples without ewen a
belief in spirit, and frem that level
onward we can traee the evolutien
of the idea of God as plainly as
the idea of the boat or the plow.
We see that the belief in God has
such a weight of tradition behird it
that the man who holds it will have
to explain very carefully that he has
personal groumds to held it.

In particular we see that ¥t be-

gan in and remained for ages a sheer
superstition born of igneraree. Why
primitive tribes believe in spirits is
not intellectually respectable: why
civilized men took over their beliefs
is still less respectable, for the
maintenance was due in large part
to the collusiem of kings amd priests.
We see how in every age of real
intellectual vitality and comparative
freedom wmenm have moved in the
directien of Atheism. We see how,
‘when they were coerced, as most of
the Greek thinkers were, they either,
like the Epicureans, simply said that
no deubt there were gods in some
remote abyss of space, or, like Plato
and Aristotle and Pythageras, in-
vented reasons for the belief which
no thinker entertains amy longer.
In short the historical perspective
of Theistic belief completely discred-
its it. It shows us that God was a
fictieon' frem beginning to end. We
need no longer reverently wonder
whether there is such a being. He
was always a mere idea and we
now know its whele story.
- The last.phase. of this develop-
ment has a significance 46f its own,
Fifty years ago you speke hesitat-
ingly if you rejected the supposed
evidence for God because at that
time the majority of ewem learned
and thoughtful wmen believed in God.
In England as late as the middle of
the last century there were judges
who wotld not let a mam appear in
court, whether he was willing to
take am oath or met, if e did not
believe in Ged. You were a marked
man in any  profession, My
main point is, however, that a man
who in these days ceased to believe
in God might very well retain some
reserve or misgiving, something like
humility, in his own wmind when he
found himself opposed, not merely to
the conventional ideas, but to the
sincere convictions, of the great ma-
jority of the abler mem. He need
be humble and reserved mo longer.
The majority are om his side.

I am here merely sketching lightly
a series of consideratiens which
should give us more confidence, al-
most a title to be dogmatic, in our
time. Next year I take. up this
subject amd deal with it very thor-
oughly in a series of volumes, when
each of the points I make here will
be exhaustively proved. But to con-
clude here this sort of preliminary
sketch of part of the work I propese
to do, T will just outline a fourth
argument. It is familiar and need
not be elaborated; but it is in a
gense the most important of all.

The genuine Agnostie is the man
who sees some evidence om both
sidez and prefers a verdict of net-
proven to either guilty or innocent.
Through the whele of the last three
thousand years of civilization, ever
since man got some liberty to think,
the evidence against the hypothesis
of God has been, not merely per-
ceived, but acutely felt, Thousands
of theologians have tried to reconcile
troubled religious minds to the evil
and suffering in life. I was always
doubtfully successful, but as leng as
there was understood: to be ample
evidence that an omniscient, omnipe-
tent, and infinitely good power tuled,
and had created, the universe, it was
possible to speak plausibly abeut the
hidden “designs of Ged, the pumish-
ment of sin, the trial of the soul,
the arrogance ofsthe human mind in
trying te penetrate every mystery,
and so on.

The greatest change of all during

the last fifty years, as’ far ax my

present subject is eencermed, is that
the scales which emee seemed te be
fairly balanced have come down with
a crash on the side of Atheism, The
affirmative evidemce has been so ther-
oughly destroyed that ewen theole:
gians repeat the dreary verbiage of
Millikan or take refuge in what they
eall the spiritual semse er religious
instinct. For most of us the evidence
is new all on oeme side and excludes
the idea of a Goed. The theory of
a Ged of finite pewer, which ap-
peared te Jokn Stuart Mill and is
favored by Sir Oliver Ledge, is tee
violent am innovation. Ome would
have to imagine God shedding tears
over all the waste amnd blundering
and perversity of the cesmie machine
he is suppesed te be rumnimg. But
the theory of a Ged of infinite power,
wisdom, and benevelence may now be
confidently rejected. There is mo
serious evidence for #; there is a
mass of evidemee against it.

Here again the advance of science
during the last fifty years has made
matters infinitely worse for the
Theist. The pooer believer had al-
ways been tortured by the haphaz-
ard course of life, the triumph of
robust brutality and wunscrupulous
cunning, the acreage of squalor and
misery, the ravages of disease, the
death of the young, the general low-
ness of character, the sufferings of
animals which have wo character to
be improved by suffering, and so on.
Well, the believer sighed, most of it

would be put right in heaven; and|EH

then came the diseovery of the evo-
lution of man which leaves no serieus
ground for believing him to be im-
mortal. And with this discovery
came also the realization that this
“orander method of creation,” as evo-
lution was first described, meant
that the uglier features of life—
eruelty, bloodshed, death, starvation,
the suffering of the weak—had not
only lasted tens of millions of years
before any creature came whe might
hope to be rewarded in heaven, but
was precisely the machinery of evo-
lution. Finally, as if te bring the
scale down even meore heavily on the
side of Atheism, we discover that
the cruder, mere brutal, more bleody
phase of evolutiom, even since con-
sciousness was develeped in animals,
has eccupied, mot fifty million, but
several hundred million years: that
man himself spent some tens of
millions of aimless amd meaningless
years—unless the aim was to steep
his nature in animal brutality—in
a state of wumprogressivemess sava-
gery; that from first to last the man
of science can see in the story of
evolution only an inexorable action
of forces of nature and reaction of
the sensitive living erganism. Every
pretty phrase that ‘theelegians and
their mystic friends in the scientific
world invented was discredited by
some fresh advamce of science al-
most before it was framed in the
sanctuary; and religious sciemtific
men, instead of courageously facing
all these facts, go peking in the ob-
scure cormers of the wmiverse for
the missing spooks amrd blandly tell
the world that they are much wiser
and deeper than the rest of us.

These are only some of the chief
considerations or changes which give
us a very different attitude toward
the God-hypothesis than that which
it might be natural to adopt fifty
years age. We have recomstructed
the history of the world and intro-
duced scientific methed into the
study of history, and the chief effect
has been to discredit every claim of
supernatural actiem in the course of
the human struggle. We have re-
constructed ethics, and the result is
that we have not the least need any
longer of a cosmic policeman. We
have taken over on human and sec-
ular principles the runnirg of this
planet, and the result is that at
once it has entered upen a really
progressive development that prom-
ises to make an end of most of its
evils. We have constructed a large
conception, not merely of man’s place
on this earth, but of the earth’s place
in the universe, and, without any
premature dogmatism, we already
feel that we are part of a mechanical
whole which has no relation what-
ever to cosmic intelligences and su-
per-personalities. Seiemce has con-
ducted God . to its fremtiers, and it
is even beginning to doubt whether
it has to. thank him for amy pro-
visional services.

But I am, as I said, merely indi-
cating chapter-headings here. In
my forthcoming work,I will deal
thoroughly with thé whele question
in every aspect. We reject the idea
of God as a figment which early
priestheods constructed from the
superstitions of the savage, which
early philosephers (under religious
pressure) turned inte am interpreta-
tion of the universe, and which
science, in revealing the true nature
of the universe, has wholly discred-
ited. To substitute for this older
idea that of am “impersomal power”
is a poetical expressiop of ne prac-
tical value te anybody. Te say that
there are problems which science
will never solve and regions of re-
ality which it will never enter is as
gratuitous as saying that the moun-
tains of the moen cemsist of selid

tinum. The last ground fer seri-
ous hesitation has gome. The last
reason fer a reverential attiude has
disappeared. The world as we knew
it and the process which led up te
its present state net emly de not
maply the idea of Ged. but exclude
it. We are compelled to reject the
very idea of God. We are Athaists,
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cenld probably manage to pled aklg and earn our capital as we go; -or in ofther words, start small and gradually
grow. There are ether ways to raise the additional $300,000.00.

It was suggested By promiment business mem and bankers and by a great many of our friends that we form
a company er cerperation amd effer some stock fer sale.

It has been pointed out to ws that we have a very remarkable “preposition” to offer to our friends and te
the gemeral public, and that i peeple could be induced to INVESTIGATE carefully, our financing problem would be
quickly solved.

But how are we %o get people interested emough to Investigate carefully? Yom say, “why nst adver’ise ”
Advertising is all right, but how are people to know whether we are successful men and rel:ab!e, or just dreamera,
with a case of teo much optimism, or else, dishenest er incompetent?

Have You Any Ideas or Suggestions?

~IF YOU HAP ONE OF THE GREATEST OPPORTUNITIES EVER HEARD OF FOR REACHING SUCCESS
WITH A BIG S, ANB IF YOU WANTEB TO INTEREST CAPITAL, HOW WOULD YOU GO ABOUT IT?

We want te put this matter up te you frankly, and get your adwce and counsel and we are anxious te pay
& few hendred dollars for a geod idea along this line—say $256 to $750 for a real good idea or suggestion.
~ New, let us explain a few things briefly: This is not the first time opportunity has knocked on our doer.
Many opportunities have come eur way amnd received a royal welcome by us. But this is, we feel sure, the biggest
opportunity that ever came our way.
We are net poer men and we are not young men. We are men of means, and we are men forty, fifty and

sixty years old. We know what success is, and we have enjoyed a good measure of sugcess. for many, many years. '

We are mostly mining men of long experience, twenty and tlnrty and forty years’ experlence. We are not
poor and needy. We have a lot of property and we are interested in many highly successful mining enterprises,
as well as other emterprises. .

But like most people, all our worldly wealth is not in actwal cash. You may be worth five thousand er tem
theusand or twenty theusand dollars, but your earthly possessions may consist mostly of various stocks amd bemds
and various kinds ef property, mcluding real estate, etc., etc. Although yeu may be m pretty comfertable fman-
cial circumstances and worth five thousand to twenty-five thousand dollars or more, yet you may mot actually have
as mach as $500.80 in real cash on hand .

A Very Great Opportunity

This is eur case exactly:
at this time. A few months later, we may be able to turn seme of our property into cash, and ‘we may be able to
raise as much as three hundred or four hundred thousand dollars ameng the three of us.

HERE IS, WITHOUT ANY DOUBT IN MY MIND AT ALL, THE SUPREME OPPORTUNITY FOR You TO

JOIN US ON EXACTLY EQUAL TERMS WITH OURSELVES AND FURNISH SOME OF THIS ADDITIGNAL CAP-

ITAL, AND REAP A VERY GREAT HARVEST.

L never was so sure of amy future event m all my life, as l am sure that this is a very great oppertunity
for you. The profits should be out of all proportien te the risk. As far as I can see, there is really ne risk worth
;entmnmbl g, at all, and the profits should be so great w:thm a year or twe, or such a matter, as to be ulhost tmba-

evakle.

I would net like te say how great | think the profits will be withm a year er two, or sucl! a maftter, for fear
that these whe do not know me would think I am drawing the “long bew.”

Why Advertise?

Our omly object in advertising is 4o get peeple to look inte this—Investigate #—INVESTIGATE. Sarely,
if you had known me for thirty years, as others have known me for thirty years, you weuld know that I am abent
as excitable as a wooden Indian. You weuld know that I am net given to exaggeration or ever eptimism.

However, you don’t knew me—you don’t know any of us. Then what? Why net investigate? Let's get-ac-
quainted. | have started several emterprises during the last thirty years. Many people have joined me in these
enterprises. As far as | knew, these people are all well pleased and they will take stock m this enterprlse te the
extent of their ability.

Suppese you investigate. This is no petty scheme to get a few: people’s names and build up a.se-called
“sucker” list. We have ne mailing lists or “sucker” lists. The omly way we ever got hold of amy man’s name in
all our lives was by advertising, or through the favorable advertising our friends have given us.

If you write te ws, we will write to you, ONCE. And enly ONCE. [f we never hear from you agam, yom
will never hear from us again. We certainly will not. put your mame on any mailing list unless you join us by be-
coming ene of eur stockholders.

If you become one of our steckholders or send us momey to apply on steck, then your mame goes em eur
mailing list, and we will certainly endeaver to keep you well mformed, because, when you buy stock, you become
a partner im the business and yeu are entitled to know all there is to know.

INVESTIGATE! -

However, we de not want you to join us until you have mvestigated very  carefully amd theroughly. The
best way to imvestigate is to come out here and imvestigate in persen, right where we have lived a leng, long time,
If you will investigate thoreughly, yeu will be amazed, I am sure.

ASK ANY QUESTION, OR ANY NUMBER OF QUESTIONS. THEY WILL BE ANSWEREB FRANKLY ANB

TO THE POINT AND THERE WILL BE NO “BEATING THE DEVIL AROUND THE BUSH.”

The Mayﬂower Mines Corpomtton,
246 Main St., .
Park City, Utah.
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_ MR. CHAS. MOORE, . : | ’ ’ .

246 Main St., Park City, Utah,
Bear Sir: : )
I have just read your advertisement in The American Freeman, and | am curious to know what you have te
say. | have seme money to invest or speculate with, occasionally, m a real, A-number-one proposition. Of course,

I want te “be shown,” but | have an open mind and l think 1 am fair mmded It is understood that yeu have no
mailing lists, and that you are enly te write te me or semd me your boekiet, at any time, upon request frem me.

. ' °*
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Name ......

e e e e s

Address .......
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Abent twe hundred theusand dellars is about all the ready cash that we can spare o

T e ve Fou ld N
FOR FORTY YEARS, WE HAVE BEEN LOOKING FOR JUST SUCH AN OPPORTUNITY AS THIS ONE. v %

At last the BIG OPPORTUNITY has arrived but we are scarcely -able to grasp it secuwl‘y without a little assist- g

ance, : : 12

Our Twe Hundred Thousand Dellars is hardly eneugh, We really need Five Hundred Thonsand Doﬂars How 1E

are we to get #7 There are many ways to get it. ; 2

We could issue bonds or preferred stock which weuld be just about equwaleut to borrowmg the money. We |
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