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What Is
Christianity?
An Answer to
Dr. Harry Emerson Fesdick

E. Haldeman-Julius

Considerable amusement is offered
by the twistings and dodgings of
the ‘“Modernists” (strangely so
called, since their object is to save
what they can of the ancient faith
from modernism) in trying to make
Christianity acceptable to a critical

age. 'They search desperately for
new “arguments.” They bring into
play all their skill of rhetoric.

Childishly they engage in the game
of words, inventing new meanings
for old terms and seeking to bring
new terms into harmony with old
meanings. The sum .of their en-
déavor is to make people believe on
a plane inferior to their knowledge.

One need not waste pity on these!

“interpreters.” They have a lot of
fun and it is even possible that they
are self-persuaded, that they satisfy
their own minds with specious logic
and a lingo contrived only for the
confusion of thought. Their dilem-
ms, however, is not an easy one. It
is full of speecial difficulties when
they are, presumably, addressing in-
telligent people, who may be sup-
pvosed to know rather more than the
average and to be not unacquainted
with that curious exercise which we
call thinking. )

These “Modernists” are handicap-
ped in the first place by their sub-
jeet, which it is very hard indeed
to present in any reasonable light.
Insofar as they genuinely discuss
religion, they discuss something that
is mot realistic. Thus, at every turn,
they collide unpleasantly with facts
—scientific, historical, or obvious to
common sense—which reduce their
appeals to childish ineffectiveness,
so far ~as thoughtful persons are
concerned. And their subject un-
fortunately (for them) belongs to
the ignorant past of man. Religion
is the ¥record of men’s foolish, wild
speculations and unintelligently nar-
row, severe dogmas about what they
didn’t know. It is, therefore, a
sizable task to bring religion fairly
into line with what men now do

know and yet save religion. -Of
course, it is simple if ome discards
religion altogether. But its defense,
its preservatien, in our day may ‘well
drive even an expert on divinity to
drink or the movies.

Everyone knows what science has
done to religion.- It has exposed
conclusively the fallacy of the reli-
gious “scheme of nature.” §t has
~shown the human evolution of re-
i ligion and destroyed its pretense of
“divine revelation, as well as its
.claims of miraculous events calling
ithe faithful to wonder and belief.
‘Tt has showmn that Christianity is
Inot a pure, original religion of
‘heavenly origin, but a mixture of old
jmyths and primitive notions and
,some new—and, significantly, still
jmore absurd—theological inventions.
|1t has made untenable the belief
'in immortality, which was of course
‘never more than a belief or hope.
{The idea mever was susceptible of
| proof, and  science has led to a
|clearer recognition that the idea is
irreconcilable with the facts of life,
that it is simply a preposterous illu-
sion and fit only for the credence of
children.

In short, science has left religion
no plausible, no reaily defensible
ground to stand on. For men and
women of intelligence, theology is as
out of date as astrology. In what
every preacher must look yearningly
back to as “the good old days,”
iscriptural quotation was heavily ef-
I fective, ignorance of nature made the
‘supernatural gc down easily, and
logic was a practice of delightfully
irresponsible hair-splitting. Skeptics
were rare, notorious, and avoidable,
whereas now their number is, from
the ecclesiastical point of view, ap-
palling. God’s schemes, commands,
and pet notions (as given, authori-
itatively of course, in the preacher’s
| words) were not subjected to critical
reflection and examination. But
nowadays, alas, religion is embar-
'rassed on all sides by the knowledge,
the "criticism, the general enlighten-
ment of the modeérn age. Assertion
is no longer enough. The larymx of
the pulpit no longer commands by
sheer volume and impressiveness.
More and more, it is being demanded
‘that religion shall justify itself,
not by appeals to faith, but by ap-
peals to reason; and that it shall,
first and last, vield to the inexora-
ble force of scientific truth.

So we have, as I say, these “Mod-

T

ernists” who are desperately trying
to save ,the intellectual face of re-
ligion. They endeaver, for example,
to prove the social value of re-
ligion (which, even so, would not
be proving the truth of religion).
And they translate religion into the
terms of social morality and idealism
which, even if it could be success-
fully done, is after all nothing less
than the abandonment of religion—
of religion, that is to say, as an
explanation of life and a set of be-
liefs, pretending to be true about man
and the universe. And Christianity,
in particular, tries to distinguish
itself as a specially worth-while
social institution and attitude of be-
lief. In the effort our “Modernists”
turn aside from the fine (or crude)
points - of theology and are very
human, very idealistic, very vague,
and very inaccurate. Avoiding the
task of proving directly that re-
ligion is true, they argue that it is’
good, well-meaning, ripe with tem-
der and affecting virtues, full of!
comfort for weary souls, and inspi-
rational in this, that, and the other
way. They claim that religion has
made important contributions to civ-
ilization, and so on, evading the
primary question of whether the
ideas of religion are true. And even
in their social, historical, idealistic
claims for religion—and, as they are
Christian apologists, for Christian-
ity in particular—they deal just
about as carelessly with the truth
as did the older school of theolo-
gians.
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Among the most eminent pleaders
for Christianity as something good
and beautiful evem though net true
is the Rev. Dr. Harry Emerson Fos-
dick, who, in a recent issue of Har-
per’s, asks and in his way answers
the question, “What Is Christian-
ity?” At first glance, the mere pos-
ing of such a query would indicate
the confused scattering of the old
reliable doctrines, the retreat of
Christianity - to new  and doubtful
and not . (among so-called Chris-
tians) cleatly 'agreed pesitions of
defense. And there is a greater un-
certainty than ever about how much
of historic Christianity can be given
up, what should be emphasized as
important and what dismissed as
irrelevant and perhaps, in past
years, erroneously identified as Chris-
tian. It is a time of uneasiness,

troubled searchings of the heart,
and difficult, doubtful adjustments
of thke mind for many who profess,
one way or another, to be Christians.

‘Yet, on second thought, Christian-
ity, long before the arrival of the
“Modernists” with their shuffling of
the creeds, was a rather bewilder-
ing cengeries of conflicting doctrines.
It has really never been possible to
tell clearly” just what Christianity
is, aside perhaps from a belief in
the divine imspiration and therefore
literal truth, of the Bible, the be-
lief in Jehovah' as the eme true God,
and the belief in Jesus as the divine
Christ: but ‘as te the meaning of
Bible texts, as to the nature and
intentions of Jehovah, as to the
theological mystifications connected
with the origin, character and mes-
sage of Jesus, there has always
been plenty of dispute.

Now the “Modernists” say that
Christianity is mot necessarily based
upon a belief in the direet, literal,
celestial inspiration of the Bible;
they are digposed to make Jesus
human — or- :stiperhuman — although
they speak of him in an ayed, wor-
shipful tone ,and maintain that. he
was holy and imspired beyond all
others; some of them also cenceive
it to be brilliant strategy, in the
warfare to- salvage some remnants
of religion, that Jehovah should be
made impersonal: a ferce, a ten-
dency, an atmosphere, or merely (as
the rationalist would bluntly say)
a chimera existing in the mind.

Evidently, when Christians them-
selves are so hopelessly divided on
the question, “What Is Christianity?”
the critic outside the fold must watch

his step. His safest course, it may |

be, is to admit that almost any
brand of foolishness may come ap-
propriately under the heading of
“Christian.” = He may add that all
which has been offered as Christian-
ity, religiously speaking, is quite
incompatible with_ a rational view
of life, that all Christian ideas, all
Christian doctrines, all Christian as-
sumptions share this in common,
namely, that they are not true. It
is also the ,most natural thing in
the world that Christianity is, for
personal reference, - whatever - any
Christian defines it to be. “This,”
says he, “is Christianity.” No. fel-
low Christian ecan talk him out of
it, and of course no downright skep-
tic has a chagee. So we may say,

at a venture, that Christianity is a!

”

large sea of disagreement surround-
ing possibly a small island of agree-
ment.

‘What, for the moment, does Fos-
dick say Christianity is? First of
all he gently lays. aside practically
the whole baggage of Christian the-
ology and says that it is unoriginal
with Christianity and is only “super-
ficial.” An inspired Book; miracles;
a divine Christ; a Messianic return
ahd judgment of the world; ethical
admonitions of love, humility, char-
ity, and the like—none of these is
distinctively Christian, admits Fos-
dick, but from beginning to end
Christianity shows striking similari-
ties to the fabled lore of other re-
ligions. Omne great distinction he
claims for Christianity: namely, it
brought forward the lofty concep-
tion of personality. “The genius
of Christianity,” we are told, “lies
in reverence for personality.” Jesus
was “the champion of personality”
and moreover ‘“he thought of per-
sonality as the central fact in the

‘universe.”

That is not  all. It is not just
personality, here and new, that
Christianity is said to set a special
value upon. There is no disagree-
ment of course, about personality
being interesting and valuable. That
is a commonplace, we may suggest,
of the advancing culture and self-
consciousness of man. But it is per-
sonality in a mystic and eternal
sense that, according to Fosdick,
ennobles Christianity and gives it
rarity among the religions of the
world. Man has or is a soul, and
he or it is immortal. It is essen-
tial to the Christian idea that per-
sonality shall not be destroyed. Here,
indeed, is the little {rick in this
“Modernist” conception.

For we immediately inquire: Is
it personality or immortality that is
the great idea—the peculiar genius
—of Christianity? Fosdick evidently
makes the gratuitous assumption
that the two must stand or fall to-
gether. That is not true. The per-
sonality of a man need not live for-
ever in order to prove its impor-
tance. It seems that Fosdick is ap-
plying the quantitative measurement
to personality: therée must be a lot
of it, or an infinite extension of it,
or it is not so. good. Knowing that
he must dieZ a. man shouldz perhapsz
think less of himself. He should
be the more indifferent to his own

ideas, emotions, and possibilities and!

be the less concerned with his limited
span of conscious, active years. That
view may be still further applied:
as, for instance, our particular joy
in the present moment is not, after
all, worth so much, because it will
not last always: joy itself, work,
love, ambition, the dramatic spec-
tacle of life is of no value or of
small value because, for you and for
me, it will cease to be. What is
that but a ridiculous dogma? It is
just as arbitrary and unreasonable
an attempt to make a case for Chris-
tianity as the attempts of the earlier
theologians. A fact, that of per-
sonality, is arbitrarily joined with a
myth, the notion of immortality, and
we are told that reverence for the
one depends upon belief in the other.

In fact, we discover that Fosdick’s
object is not really to interest us in
personality but to persuade us that
immortality is a fine, true, and
worth-while conception. He is not
concerned so much with saying that
our personal life and development
here is important, Bs he is concerned
with affirming that we shall take
personality with us and (it is as-
sumed) consciously continue it be-
yond the grave. @ .

But the idea of immortality, fo
that matter, is not peculiarly Chris-
tian. It is just as much an evolu-
tion, appearing in various sugges-
tive forms 1in primitive supersti-
tions, as any other feature of re-
ligion. Naturally, it is at first in-
definite, like the idea of God it is
subject to erratie interpretationms,
and it becomes more definite as man
goes further in speculation and' in
the artful formulation of faith and
doctrine. Nor did Christianity in-
treduce the belief in immortality in
a clear, positive, and solemnly im-
pressive shape. The ancient Egyp-
tians were strong believers in im-
mortality. The thought of life after
death dominated. their religions.

For one, I should be perfectly
willing te let Christianity have for
its very own the myth of immor-
tality. . It is not a valuable, because
it is not a true, idea. There would
be no genius in having hit first upon
this error. But the fact happens to
be that it is not originally nor ex-
clusively a Christian idea. Even if
Jesus had been the first to express
it, that still would not signify any-
thing woulderful in Christianity. It
was an idea which naturally would
occur to the vanity and hope of

men. The wish alone, one that men
obviously would dwell upon, would
sufficiently acceunt for the pater-
nity of the thought.

And there is not only to censider
the idea itself but the shape it has
taken in Christian theology. I pre-
sume that Fosdick does not regard
the Christian mythology of heaven
—angels, streets of gold, gates” of:
pearl, wings, harps, and all—as_ dig-
nifying or making more impressive
the personality of man. After’ all,
Christianity could only do ¢hildish
things with this idea of immortality.
It is evident, also, that Jesus him-
self had just such a childish, un-
scientific and, in fact, utterly mean-
ingless conception of a future life.
(And he believed, moreover, that
this world was on the verge of anni-
hilation and that the Last Judgment
and the Other World was imminent
for the whole human race.)

It seems that Fosdick does not
believe in the mythological Para-
dise of primitive and historic Chris-
tianity. He (in this wisely) does
not attempt to describe the condi-
tions of immortality. He does not
tell us in what shape, nor with what
objects amd interests, nor just where
indeed we shall spend eternity. We
shall, he says, have our personality
—but, apparently, without body er
habitation or objective. Immortal«
ity, in Fosdick’s hands, becomes less
definite but not a bit more reason-
able than it was in the hands .of
older theologians, or than it is in
the hands of Fundamentalist par-
sons today. And his dropping of
the old erude pictures of another
life is not explained by any “genius”
of Christianity. He is but yielding
perforce to the rationalism of mod-
ern times, and is simply abandoning
those portions ef Christianity which
he, at least, does not feel able to
defend to his own satisfaction.

It certainly cannot be claimed that
rationalism is any part of the “gen-
ius” of Christianity. A critical view
of antiquated doctrines of theolog-

ical burk is, assuredly, not Chris-
tian in 1its 1inspiration. Fosdick
shifts from the older Christian

endeavors to take a
more human, yet even so a mys-
tical, view of religion. But such on
attitude does not come from Chriz-
tianity: rather it is the natu-al
result—the unescapable result, I:r
any preacher who would make the-

[Please turn to page fc
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Philosophy
and Art of the
Debunker

J osei)h MecCabe

of “The
Bunk”

[Copyright, 1929, Haldeman-Julius Co.!

Impressions Outline of

It is eighteen years since I set
out on my first world-tour, and from
my ancient liturgy I retained a lively
sense of the need of protection
against “the perils of the deep” yet
had lost all faith in any other pro-
tector than the skipper. With a
little seriousness and more humor
I, before starting, expounded my

intellectual last will and testament|

to an audience to which I was ac-
customed to lecture in London. It
was to be a caustic pronouncement
that there was something radically
wrong in every department of mod-
ern life, not an uplift or an inspi-
ration or an ’ism of any description.
This something I have since learngd
to call bunk, but the word is in re-
spectable England regarded as one
of those naughty American additions
to the language. I entitled my de-
liverance “The Tyranny of Shams,”
and 1, feeling that I might not be
called upon to face that audience
again, just spat venom at their
political, ‘®&conomie, social, ethical,
educational, patriotic, and religious
shams. In my wmind was really
Francis Bacon’s ancient attack on
the “idols” of the seventeenth cen-
tury which means the same thing,
and 1 felt that the last useful word
I could give my generation, if it
was to be the last word, was my
acrid opinion that they were slaves
to old shibboleths and verbiages and
had better get rid of the last trace
of that ignoble servitude before they
coeuld, hope to be able to see clearly
enough to build anything. I sur-
vived the perils of the deep, which
happened to be very real, also the
perils of the heights and of the
middle level—I nearly fell over a
700-foot precipice on Table Meuntain
and had my life threatened in Syd-
ney—and, out of gratitude te what-
ever powers there be, expanded my
theme inte the most scurrilous and
(until I wrote the Little Blue
Books) the most useful book I ever
wrote, “The Tyranmy of Shams.”
Te my astonishment it was bought
eagerly, until the publishers refused
to republish it. Even the New York
Times had a gorgeous portrait of

;and interview with
Sham-Smasher.”

However, the point of this long-
ywinded and grossly egoistic para-
graph is that you see that I have
been a complete debunker for twenty
vears and have at last found my
true spiritual home. Never did I
realize it so much as when, a few
weeks ago, I cut the pages of my
friend E. Haldeman-Julius’ new book.
Reading it was like talking to
myself. Somewhere in it he is good
enough to say that if he “were called
upon to name one man who is utterly
emancipated from all kinds of bunk,”
he would name me. Well, I have
read this broad and penetrating sur-
vey of the whole of modern life and
thought, pretty nearly the life and
thought. of all time, and must echo
the words: “Vainly I try to recall
some slight bunkistic deviation
from a generally free and rational
attitude toward life.”

And that is saying a very great
deal. Amongst the debunking heroes,
the “admirations,” of Mr. Haldeman-
Julius it seems to me that there is
only one man, Anatole France, of
whom it can be said. Shaw, who
comes next, and has certainly been
one of ‘the greatest debunking forces
in English life, has to be admitted to
have the vices of asceticism and mys-
ticism; though ome may also admit
that his asceticism is toe anti-Chris-
tian and his mysticism too ante-di-
luvian to give much influence to his
scorn of science, reasen, and sensuous
pleasure. Wells is nearer heretical
perfection, but he is too snobbish
for a perfect debunker; he still
hankers. after the companionship of
God and an aristocraey. Bertrand
Russell is very able and stimulating;
but too narrow a cencemtration on
our blunders makes him unduly pes-
simistic. Conrad and Hardy were
impressive and disturbing; but the
one left a mystic and despondent im-
pression on his readers, and the
other, Hardy, used im his later years
to go regularly to church in top hat
and Prince Albert, to the great joy
of Bunk. Havelock Ellis has had
the courage to debumk in the most
dangerous of all fields; but he has
even. in that field too uncritical an
ear for the praises of itself and its
saints and virtues that Christianity
sings. They are.all great and geod
men, but—well there is a but every
time.

The genuinely and thoroughly
emancipated persen wil, en the
other hand, read this large volume
from cover to cover and make no
reserves. As in my own little book,
the torch is turned in succession

“McCabe the

tion: politics, war, ethies, religion.
science, histery, education. My omly

upon every. field of thought and ac-.

irritation is to find a much younger
man, and one who has had for years
a large business to attend to, saying
just the right thing as he passes
from one section of life or though®
tQ another. It has taken me Torty-
five years of intellectual perspiration
to fortify myself against bunk in so
many different fields, and here is
my junior partner in the debunking
business discussing everything with
a sureness and sanity of judgment,
an unfailing independence, a matur-
ity of expression, a colossal and al-
ways correct knowledge of history
and thought-movements, that a man
of his age has no right to have, At
least he ought to have the bad tem-
per of youth in reviewing so much
stupidity or the pessimism of middle
age. Not a bit of it. He smites
bunk-shooters with cheerfulness and,
whenever he finds himself speculat-
ing what will come out of this world
of ours, he is spontaneously and sin-
cerely optimistic. I thought that at
least that was a monopoly of mine.

But ‘1T ought to have known. Let
me tell you a little secret. Three
years ago I was invited for the first
time to Girard. It will not be offend-
ed if I remark that it it not a metrop-
olis, and I looked along the almost
deserted depot for the huge, weighty,
massive-jawed, loud-speaking Ameri-
can whom.I had in mind as Mr. Hal-
deman-Julius, the man who had made
America read a hundred million Lit-
tle Blue Books. Instead I saw a
quiet-looking liftle man standing
near a handsome car. Certainly not
the formidable debunker, I said to
myself, yet much too highbrowish
for a chauffeur; unless chauffeurs
grow like that in Girard. So [
approached him probably with an air
of patronage, and asked: “Did Mr.'
Haldeman-Julius send you to meet’
me?’ You see I had recently come
from Galion, Ohio, where my dear
friend Bill Brown—I mean the Right.
(or Wrong) Reverend William Mont-
gomery Brewn—had met me at the,
station; a wmonument of a man,!
though a chronie invalid, with the’
hug of a bear. So I expected some-!
thing evem larger amd stronger and’
louder. And in the quietest of quiet!'
tones the shy little man—so he!
seemed to me—said® “I am Halde-i
man-Julius.” He carried me to the|
car and tucked me in. )

Bunk is as inevitable a phenome-?
non of meodern times as vegetarian-:
ism or psychology-by-the-dollar, We
are just getting out ef a long era,
of appalling ignorance and illiteracy
when established powers did not, as
a rule, need to give any reason forI
their encroachments on human rights.
If any man or woman had the con-'
genital disease of thinking and|

.were perfectlyl’sincere,

>

bases of autherity Pope and King
agreed that must be removed.
There were, it-is true, far more of
these “diseased sheep,” as they are
described in the Canon Law which
Mussolini haslately made the nat-
ural law, than is commonly suppesed,
but the majority asked no questions.
They were like the Irishman who,
when an English neighbor confided
to him that he had some doubt about
this Jonah story, replied: “I could
believe, if the -Church wanted me to,
that Jonah swallowed the whale. It’s
the drink that troubles me.” But
in the Middle Ages, and until quite
recent times, ‘he Church was very

lenient as reg;grds drink and other|
Peiule were free to «fol-,
the |

amenities.
low every 1mpulse except
impulse to think: which most of them
had not got.

this old order with a claim that
everybody ought to be taught to
think, “-but the nineteenth century
discovered that this was dangerous
and had te ‘invent the substitute
for thinking whkich we eall bunk, It
invented the wisdom ef our fathers,
the consensus:of all good men, the
profound social importance of virtue,
the supremacy .of the spiritual, the
sacredness of the Constitution, the
need of reverence im all criticism,
the wickedness of being merely de-
structive, and” so on. These passed
as first principles, and from them
bunkish maxims were derived for the
judgment of every kind of activity.
The Salvation Army, in fact all re-
ligion, does good: you can’t change

_human nature: he who goes slowly

goes farthest: the sanctity of the
home: the full quiver: it is the fune-

tion of the priest or the statesman.

not the character of the man, that
matters: and-so on. As Mr. Halde-
man-Julius says, the question is not
whether these, people are or are not
sincere. Torguémada and Comstock
There is no
one so sincere as the hemicidal mani-
ac. Whether 3 man is sincere or not
in originating or repeating one of
these - phrases it is bunk if it is a
form of words that shuts off the in-
telligence from demandimg a sound
and adequate answer to its questions.

Ultimately # is a device to pro-

| tect established interests which fancy

they are threatened by any further
extension of the art of thinking.
We have aceepted primciples which
prevent them from saying crudely
that they aré geing to hold on by
hook eor credk.. A certain political
party in Englind seme years ago put
a large poster on the hoardings show-
ing a - Brifish; bull-dog ‘standing - de-
fiantly .on a(;lai}p of the Empire-on-
which-the-sun-#ever-sets and bark-

wanted to know something about thejing: “Wh,atﬁ;ha-n we hold.” - The

' stream
The eighteenth century disturbed |

;world, is distrusted.

‘dog too truly represented the intel-
ligence of people who could honestly
feel that, who could be quite indif-
ferent to the manner in which they
had got what they held, so the pic-
ture had to be abandoned. Then ap-
peared the highly respectable and
quite moral tag of “the White Man’s
Burden.” At terrible strain and sac-
rifice he was initiating the Hindus
and Zulus and Maoris to the higher
ways of civilization; and, when some
misguided critic wanted to spoil the
bunk by giving the world a true ac-
count of the ghastly mess we have
made in Honolulu or Samoa, he was
not constructive or he had an im-
perfect appreciation of sin or of the
blessings of Christianity.

In every age a few raise their;

above the “surface of this

of pseudo-principles
phrases in which we float and see the
essential mischief of it all. Taking
bunk as a whole, or the imperfect
intellectual level at which the gen-
eral public are deliberately kept so
that they will be directed by it, one
is inclined to say that it is the suc-
cessor of the Inquisition. It is mainly
a device for preventing progress.
In large mumbers of individual cases
it is, of course, a personal device
for saving oneself from the work of
thinking. In a still larger number
of cases the bunk is accepted with
at least a half-consciousness that it
is bunk because change, cither in
the political, economie, or social
It may bring
on an era of incompetence, of less
money, less jobs, less prestige, less
liberty. Better stick to a regime
which is cemfortable enough for
most of us and extremely comforta-
ble for those who control what we
may broadly call the education in
bunk of each generation.

Events in Russia in the last few
years have confirmed these deliberate
bunk-shooters. They discover that
the Church, which they had begun
to regard as an anachronism in the
twentieth century, is a bulwark of
the state (and particularly of the
banks). - These professors of science
must quit pointing out that science
is inconmsistent with religion or quit
their chairs. The press must be en-
couraged to talk about the impor-
tance of spiritual things. There is a
recoil something like that which was
witnessed in France after the Com-
munist revolt of 1871. Before 1870
thé clerical power had already sunk
to a very low level, but in 1876 thir-
ty million out of the thirty-six mil-
lion people of France described them-
selves im the ceasus-paper as Cath-
olics, and Congress, which was two-
thirds Catholics, declared it to be of
“publie utility” that a great church
of. the Sacred Heart of Jesms should

heads
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watch over Paris from the heights of
Montmartre (though the Moulin
Rouge was net abolished and did as
good a trade as ever).

Each age, as I said, naturally pro-
duces its debunkers: men, rarely
women, who leathe the moral and
intellectual quality of the bunk-sys-
tem, who know quite well that sound
thinking and realism or truth not
only cannot hurt in the end but are
an essential conditien of progress.
Samuel Butler, Shaw, Wells, Ibsen,
Strindberg, France, Nietzsche,
Brieux, Eugene O’Neill,

~of the twentieth saw a prodigious
jcrop of them. Never mind their
{limitations, except to take warning
from them. They were all essen-
‘tially right and did fine work. They
were chasing the money-changers out
of the temple, and in usiag the
whip they had a classical model.
Papini makes up his picture of the
gentle Jesus, in a supposed rational
and modern spirit, by judiciously
omitting all the little courtesies like
“brood of vipers”: which in anm ori-
ental atmosphere is quite equal to
“son of a canine animal of the femi-
nine sex.” Nor is the construective
and inspirational person any less
free from bunk when he regrets the
violence and pure negativemess of
their language and thinks his own
method better: brilliantine instead
of tearing the hair. Nietzsche has
had, I suppose, some millions, cer-
tainly more tham a million, readers
in various coumtries. Shaw has had
as many readers or hearers of his
plays. And the refined lecturer who
deplores their intemperance and lack
of constructiveness reaches five hun-
dred or a thousand people, most of
whom listéen to him because they
were already of the same opinion.

Mr. Haldeman-Julius is a differ-
ent type of debunker, and, while
every man does right to mse gifts
of .invective and paradox if he has
them on the grand scale, and there
is at all times bunk in circulation
to which invective is the only reply,
the (';uieter method is just as effec-
tive. In ome respect the fiery scorn
of Nietzsche and the cold contempt
of Shaw are amusing. Both were
too limited im knowledge to avoid
bunk themselves, but the amusing
thing is that the more disdainfully
they assured their generation that
it was wholly stupid and brutal, and
that they themselves alone were
completely wise, the more people ap-
plauded them and bought their books.
Shaw has made a fortune by telling
the public that it is stupid and hypo-
critical. Nietzche would, if he had
lived long enough and been properly
protected in his royalties, have be-
come a millionaire by saying that

Mencken— !
i the nineteenth century and early part

people were too brutal and swi @
to listen to him. Wells becomes phe
best seller when he abandons neut¥d
stories and sets out to dethrone tt
spiritual and religious and ethica};
jdols. I ence heard Shaw, in \
least a half-serious mood, assure* |
crowded audience that the hum~vw
race had become so stupid and t¢ ™
1tal, had se utterly forfeited the
portunity offered %o 1it, that {
Vital Principle would probably witf
.draw its inspiration from man and
jtake up seme other animal. Ard
|the whole audience beamed and ap-
plauded. The louder tke prophets
shriek that the political order is in-
fantile, the eeonoraic order sordid,
the religious erder prehistoric, the
moral order hypocritical, the more
we who are supposed to be aban-
doned te a =ervile admiration of
these orders buy their books, while
their eritics live on cereals.

Making allowance for the fact
that these men had very high artis-
tic gifts which would secure for
tRem an audience whatever their
message was this obviously means
that the world is by no means in
the desperate eomdition which they
describe. Loeking back on the Eu-
rope of the last thirty years, and
taking novelists and dramatists to-
gether, I should say that the writers
who have reached and deeply af-
fected most peeple are Shaw and
Wells in England, Zola, France and
Brieux in Framee, Galdos and Ibanez
in Spain, D’Annunzie in Italy, and
Hauptmann and Sudermann in Ger:’
many. Each of these would have
been burned at the stake in the Mid-
dle Ages or imprisoned a hundred
years ago. We give them from
fifty to a hundred thousand dollars
a year; and they tell us that we
are the dammedest foels that ever
yet adorned this planet.

So it is ne longer pessible to de-
bunk without discrimination. Some-

how the invective has passed from
the lips of the heretics and immoc-
alists to the lips of the pietists and
moralists, The situation is becoming
piquant. Onme half of the world is
reading every day that this genera-
tion is soddem with superstition, ser-
vile to authority, moral to the finger-
tips, and so on: and the other half
is reading that this generation is
godless, openly immoral, rebellicus
against all authority. Which is only
another way of saying that there
are now two halves of the world,
one reactionary and the other pro-
gressive. Unquestionably the great
majority of people are still im one
respect or other receptive of bunk.
A dervish like Stratom dees ot
find it necessary to retire te -the

[Please turn to page threg
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TWENTY NEW BOOKS

"New Little Blue Books are now
scheduled for publication up to No.
1453, and the total will soon rise to
1500. Then—we ought to celebrate.
Perhaps we will,

. Tt is a bhuge mechanical problem
ta get all these books into type and
printed, ready for the publie. But
they will be taken, so far as possible,
in mumgrical order. The first twenty
of the new books, to be ready will
be the following. (Save this list
for referemce: all twenty for a dol-
lar bill, you know!)

1825 Americans of a Million Years
. Ago. Maynard Shipley
1326 The Origin of the Solar System.
Maynard Shipley
1827 Pacts You Should Xnow About
~ Seund. Lawrence A. Barrett
1328 Buxley, Who Advanced Human
Progress 100 Years. J. V. Nash
1829 Facing Life Fearlessly. Clarence

DParrow
1330 Facts You Shouwld Kmew Abeut
~ Digestion. T. Swann Hardmé
1881 How Much , Does Man eally
- Enow? T. Swann Harding
1882 Debunking the Laws of Meses.
Joseph Wheless

13388 The Common Sense of Health. L.
M. Birkhead

138¢ Why I Am a Skeptic. T. Swamn
Harding

1885 Can Knowledge Be Made Popular?
B. Haldeman-Julius vs. C. Hartley

Grattan
1387 The Breakdown of American Mar-
riage. Clement TWoed

1338 Oil Painting for Beginners, Ar-
chie Music .

1389 Creoked Fimancial Schemes DIx-
posed, George Husser

1348 How to Get a Job. Heinz Nordenl

1341 Unusual Menus: Eating for Health

and Pleasure. Gleria Goddard
Typical Love Problems Answered.
Clement Weod

1342

1344 How to Psycho-Analyze Your
. Neighbors. Clement Wood
1345 Sandwiches amd Box Lunches.

Gleria Goddard .
Why T Believe in Trial Marriage.
Clement Woed

Note: Nos. 1336, 1343, and 1346
will be announced later.

1347

Little Blue Besk regulars will see
many familiar nmames among the au-
thors listed abeve. Maymard Ship-
ley, President of the Sciemce League
ef America, is well kmown for his
scientific Little Blue Books. Law-

‘| remce A. Barrett. teaching sciemce im
‘|a Celerado high schosl, first entered

the series with Neo. 1126, Vitamins
and Celerics; he has popularized
many aspects of science for every-
day wse. J. V. Nash has often con-
tributed to the magazines, but is
among the. newer writers for the
pocket series; he is a research stu-
dent, living im Chicage. Clarenge
Darrow—everyone knows this grand
old man of the law courts! T.
Swann Harding, scientist, lives im
Maryland; he contributes to various
popular and scientific periodicals.
Joseph Wheless is a New York law-
yer; he is the anthor of Is It Ged’s
Word? (a huge clothbound tome,
$5.25 postpaid). L. M. Birkhead is
the rationalistic preacher of All
Senls Unitariam Chureh, in Kansas
City, Mo. C. Hartley Grattan just
published his Bitter Bierce, a life of
the sardonie American genius, Am-
brose Bierce. Clement Wood, well
known Little Blue Book writer, is
also a poet and novelist; he wrote
a detective story in 1928 (The Shad-
ow in the Bogue, $2.15 postpaid);
he is the author of a biography of
Henry VIII, entitled Hewry the
Rake, just published ($5.65 post-
paid); Archie Music is a painter.
George M. Husser is one of the lead-
ing lights im the Better Business
Burean, Kansas City, Mo. Heinz
Norden is at esent on the H.-J.
editorial staff here in Girard. Gloria
Goddard, miscellaneous writer, is the
wife of Clement Wood.

L I
IMMODESTY RAMPANT
Ordinarily, 1 am rather modest.
Modesty is supposed to be becoming.
But readers are writing in to say
that they like “The Moving Iinger
Writes,” and, like a radio announcer,

i1 can’t resist giving their names and

what they say. As the broadcasters
so curtly put it: Send m your tele-
grams, folks, if you want us to con-
tinue; otherwise we may get dis-
couraged, and sign off. (And, by
the way, just address any and all
communications te Haldeman-Julius
Publications, Girard, Kamns. Prefer-

ably, do not semd such letiers with
an order: mail orders separately.
And de not address them to me per-
personally.) )

Earl D. Biegert, 2242 Noble Ave,,
Hamilton, Ohio, says:

Having just finished reading your
“Moving Finger Writes” in the weekly
and being greatly imterested and en-
tertained, I am writing to expresz my
enthusiasm for it and all the rest of
the articles. Being an advocate ef
medern liberal ideas, I cam readily ap-
preciate freethinking publications like
the American Freeman and the De-
bunker.

Then comes
Batler, Mo.:

Congratulations on the change of
name and the progfam yem have out-
lined for the new weekly. I started
reading the old weekly when studying
for the ministry. It led my reason
to recomsider my plans and new I am
in the free man's beat, sailing the
sea of freethought, whose still clear
waters lend forth the essemce of an
cternal summer eve., Getting poetic,
eh, Mr. Smith? R

I'R be glad te hear adverse com-
ments, alse. Well, not glad in an
emotional semnse, but 1 think that it
would probably be geed for me. I
reserve the right, however, to ignere
any that are too adverse!

g B B
SCIENTIFIC METHOD TABOO
Heinz Norden, of the H.-J. edito-

rial staff, who will have an article
entitied The Bunk of Orgatone and
Sergon in the Debunker, learned
about a scientific experimemt in sex
psychology being conducted at the
University of Missouri—and later
“properly” squelched. He handed
me these pertinent paragraphs con-
cerning the episode:

THE STORK AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
MISSOURI
By Heinz Norden

There is at least one thinking stu-
dent at that high institution of learn-
ing, the University of Missouri in
Columbia. There may be more. This
one in particular had decided to write
a thesis on sex psychology. So he
did the logical thing im order to
gather his material. He sent out a
questionnaire to 500 male students
and to 500 coeds. The questionnaire
asked some very frank questionms.

Perhaps the questionnaire method of
collecting first-hand information has of
late been overdone. Every amateur
investigator turns to this convenient
means of research. But its efficacy
cannot be doubted. In the case of
sexual morality there is and always
has been too much that was only hear-
say and tradition, rumor and euphem-

Oliver B. Beaman,

' sex-questionnaite as it has come to

ism. No doubt but that a questionnaire
directed te these whom the question
mest ceneerns should y&ld valuable
results.

What happened? Well, what would
you expect to happen? The corserva-
tive wing of the faculty of the Uni-
versity of Missouri was outraged. A
tremerdous hubbub ensued; an investi-
gation was conducted. It was proved
that the student instigater of the ques-
tionnaire was acting wnder the direc-
tion and with the appreval eof his im-
mediate instructors. This gremp  des-
ignated marriages in its presemt form
as “unsatisfactery” and was making a»
earmest effert te get at the battem
ef things and propese remedies if
possible. .

The proper machinery which guards
the morals of youtk im the great Cem-
monwealth of Missouri was immedir
ately set imn action, and the work that
had started so hopefully interdicted.
And thus it is that young people in
Missouri will centinme to be tamght
that marriage is a sacrament, and
that the present, se ebvicusly deficient,
state of sexual and moral relations
ameng them will continue im all its
sordidness  and cemcomitant anhappi-
ness,

L. M. Birkhead, the rationalistic
preacher of All Souls Unitarian
Church, Kansas City, Mo., has writ-
tem up the whole controversy of the

be called. His article appears in
the May Debunker.
[ N
MERGER
With the issue of May, 1929, The
American Parade, quarterly, was

combined with The Debunker, month-
ly. The two magazines hereafter
will be issued as one, every month.
All articlgs heretofore anmounced for
the Parade will appear in The De-
biwmker, sooner or later. Subscribers
to the Porade will receive four
copies of The Debunker for each
copy of the Parade still due on their
paid-up subscriptions. Those who
subscribed to both magazines will
have their subscriptions extended ac-
cordingly.

The reason?
tions have for along time made the
production of the quarterly difficult. |
At the moment, with the press of
earlier publications, which by right
have priority, the printing of a mag-

Mechanical limita-

azine like the quarterly is physically |
'and on the other a bunch of horse-

impossible. Hence, the merger. In
a year or two it may be found ex-
pedient . to publish The American
Parade once more as a separate
magazine.

raristocracy,

Meanwhile, Ths Debunjcer has an
alluring Table of Contents that is
improved by what had been sched-
uled for the quarterly!

L 2 I )
THANK YOU!

C. W. Laudmer, Dallas, Texas,
questioned the rumning of the Amore
Temple advertising in this paper.
I replied to his objection im the
Mareh 30 isswe. Mr. Lawdner re-
sponds with some gratifying ve-
marks: '

Please let ‘me corrsct amy spprehen-
sion that I was wot breadminded when
1 asked the question. I believe the
same as you do that regardless of
what another’s opimion is he should
be allowed to air his views. 1 know
the H.-J. policy is to exciude obvious
fakes from their columnms.

Thanks very much for yeur coumrte-
ous reply. I meant every word I said
about the “The Meving Fimger Writes”
column and think it is most newsy
and appreciated by a great many of
your readers, as it gives the insids
of the works eof what [ personally
feel belongs to ws readers as one big
H.-J. family. s @

" SHOP TALK .
The New York Publie Library has
a complete file of Ths Americen
Parade with the  exeeption of Vel-
ume Two, No. 2. This number is
out of print and we cannot supply
it. If any vreader will be so geod
as to donate his copy of this number
to the N. Y. Publie Library he will
earn the gratitude of (1) The Li-
brary, (2) ‘E. Haldeman-Julius, and
(3) of Posterity. Address the mag-
azine to The Director, New York
Public Library, 476 Fifth Ave.,, New
York City.
) L S 4
Sinclair Lewis, author of FElmer
Gantry ($1.15 postpaid), wrete a
letter to L. M. Birkhead. Mr. Birk-
head sent along Lewis’ description
of Florida, enclosed with L, M. B.’s
manuscript on the Missouri Univer-
sity sex quiz. *“Red” Lewis, as he

|is called by his intimates, is rather

hard on Florida: “Florida is a
hell of a state,” he says. “It has
lovely spots but it is full of a dollar
with airplanes, speed-
boats and booze, on the one side,
shoe pitchers. The whole state is
as unreal as a dream.”

L .
Mussolini’s action in restoring tem-

and

poral power te the Pope at Rome
has created werld.-wide diseussion
speenlation. What are the
faets? What is the significance?
Joseph McCabe is one man to write
something interesting on this sub-
jeet. An early fortnightly article
by Mr. McCabe will therefore be:
“Mussolini and the Vatican.”
L .

You have ne doubt noticed the
dame ¢f Dr. Harry Elmer Barnes
smong the Cemtributing Editors of
The American Freemen. Two man-
uscripts are already in the skop
awaiting publication im the columns
of this paper. They are “Sciemce
vs. Religien as a Guide te Life” and
“How to Deal with Crime” Beth
are worth watehing for; they will
appear in early issues. :

& » =

C. B. Lyons, Pray, Mont.,, writes
to say that Theodore Curtis Abel,
Box 605, Hollywood, Calif., broad-
casts liberal, debunking, free thought
programs over the radie from sta-
tion KNX, 7.30 to 800 p. m. Moun-
tain Time, Sundays. HNowecver, the
same thing seems to be happening
to Mr. Abe! that happemed to Mr.
Birkhead of Kanmsas City (discussed
in The Debunker reeently: “How
the Radio Suppresses Liberal Opon-
ion”). People are writing in to ask
that Mr. Abel be put off the air.
Mr. Lyens urges liberal readers to
rally to the defense of Mr. "Abel,
writing to him their approval of his
work. Any radio-readers who have
heard Mr. Abel will prebably do so;
any others should seek to “bring
him in.” Mr. Lyons also suggests
that agnostics awd other liberals put
some sort of a slogan om their per-
sonal letterheads, conveying their
viewpoint. Personally, I am against
slogans, but the idea is a good one
for those who like mottoes and such.

& ¢ P

John Puska, Aitkin, Minn., takes
me to task for my denunciation of
scientific or international languages
in the weekly for March 30. He
wishes to add his conviction to that
of Mr. Ferguson, however, that Es-
peranto is a very ugly language.
In particular, Mr. Puska says that
Esperanto has “soft checks,” which
are difficult for many people to
pronounce. He insists that a good
international tongue should make use

of surds. 1 suppese ke means beth
surds and somants (a surd. is a
voiceless comsomantal seund, like p
or t; a somant. is a veiced consenant,
like b or d). I comnfess, however,
that I den’t know what he means
by “soft checks.” i

PR K .

Art Hermas, Chicago, eomgratu-
lates Mr. EXx for winming the prize
for suggesting the name THE AMERI-
CAN FREEMAN for this weekly paper, -
He points out, however, that in my
discussion of the names submitted
(three or four weeks ago, I.think),
I commented om several names he
sent im, inclading “Zoom,”” “Quo
Vadis,” ete. We are always sorry
that we cannot give a prize to more
than ome person. So many do de~
serve something for the great inter-
est -they display, and the great efe
fort they put into their eomtributiens.
But the best we cam do is to say
that we do appreciate it, - - g

e W Lo

W. J. Kilgore, Seldiers Home,
Calif.,, voices the same old ebjecs
tion: “I have often wondered why
you pasted the address stickers over
the reading matter of the weekly.
I would get petulant evem when
pasted over E. H.-J’s staff (just|
an attempt at a joke), but said
nothing, but covering Joseph Mec-
Cabe’s writings is too- much, and
as there is plenty of room elsewhere,
why not use that?” We realize the

justness of this complaint. We have
realized it for a long time. At last

the thing is to be remedied—after
this the paper will be single-wrap-
ped: each paper in its own wrapper,
so that the label will not obliterate
any type matter at all. It’s . mere
expensive, of course; but readers are
taking well to the new paper, and

rTenewing with gratifying frequency

for a year. Have you paid up yeusr
arrears and sent along a year’s re-
newal yet? Youw’d better soem, if
vou want the paper to  conmtinuwe
coming. : .

L R

Heinz and Russell are finishing
reading the proofs of Claremee Dar-
row’s story of American boyhood
(largely his own boyhood), called
Farmington. This will be a Big
Blue Book of 112 pages. It has been
a best seller in American literature
for fully a quarter of a cemtury!

g

——
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Opinions and
- Observations

What the Editor Has Been
Thinking About

v E. Haldeman-Julius

[Copyright, 1929, Haldeman-Julius Co.]

SMOKES AND SWEETS

Lately we have seen a new kind
of advertising which consists in a
combination of what is currently
known as “boosting” and “knocking.”
One kind of commodity is recom-
mended with implied disparaging
reference to ancther kind of commod-
ity. You are of course familiar with
the advertisements of a popular
brand of cigarette, in which one
celebrity after another, photographed
and signatured, declares: “When I
want 2 sweet, I reach for a Plucky
instead.” Here the idea is implied
that sweets are not so good for
the system, that a good substitute
for sweets is tobacco, and that it
ig better to smoke a cigarette (the
hygienic and even helpful Plucky,
of course) than to eat, say, a candy
bar.

It iz mot my purpose to argue
about the relative health values of
smaokes and sweets, I like both rea-
samably well and so am neutral
Bat, obviously, such a method of
advertising can cut both ways, Whyg
should net candy manufacturers
cage back with the appeal or ad-
monition:  “When you crave a cigar-
ette, reach for a sweet”? Candy
wmight be boosted as a great aid in
breaking the cigarette habit. And,
as a matter of fact, the candy side
of such an advertising controversy
wonld be more convincing to the
average mind. The notion is more
pepularly impressed that cigarette
smoking is a bad habit than that
eating sweets is a bad habit.

Suych an advertising policy might
be carried to any extreme. Shoe
afvertisements might exclaim: “Why
spend your momey om a new hat?
Buy @ new pair of shoes instead.”
Qr: “If you ave thinking of buy-
ing a mew rug, buy a new couch
instead.” Or: “Are you thinking
of having your house newly painted?
Den’t. Have it newly papered.”
Or: “Why sit in a theater when
yog can go to a dancehall and
enjoy healthful metion or go to a
ball game and enjoy the fresh air
as well as the game?’ Well, you
can imagine what such a policy
wonld lead to. FPifty percent of the
suggestion of advertising would be
aimsd at persuadimg people not to
bu¥y. Openly knocking one another’s
préducks would become a free-for-all
conflict smong advertisers. Evént-
ually people might decide that the
safest course is nmot to buy at all,
usless absolutely necessary. To be
sure, advertising is competition even
new and it always was. It has not
been customary, however, to say that
pasple should buy one thing and not
buy another. The deliberate cam-

paign of advertising propaganda,

example, the propaganda of cigar-
ctte advertisements against the use
of sweets—is interestingly recent.
It might easily lead to a good deal
of embarrassing confusion and ill
will.  The. ethics of it, commer-
cially speaking, might become a
subject of spirited comtention. 1
ens mab, tracnting it eanl.
emnly as an ethical question. I am,
as 'I have said, neutral and simply
curious.

Af  aanmoa,

e %
GLASS HOUSES

The old admonition is very sensi-
ble: “People who live in glass
houses shouldn’t throw stomes.” But
it is based upon two assumptions
that, I submit, are erroneous:
namely, that people who live in
glass houses have something to be
afraid of and, again, that they have
a tendency to throw stones at the
conduct or reputation of others.

It seems to me that the very fact
of living in a glass house—that is
to say, living openly in the face of
the world and his neighbor—suggests
a man who is not comcerned with
hiding anything. He is either a
man of pretty good virtue or a man
who is not ashamed of his vices and
doesn’t greatly care what people
may say about them. A hypocrite
may talk virtuously and behave vic-
iously: but he will try to keep secret
certain aspects of his behavior and
to persuade people that he is other

than what he really is. 1t may be
hypocrisy about small or large
things. It may be the concealment

of something that is really evil and
dishonorable and which, discovered,
‘would mean forfeiting the good opin-
ion of all men. On the other hand,
it may be the concealment of ac-
tions which are neot vicieus, or the
concealment of pleasant and per-
sonal vices, but which a man is
afraid to owm because of his- ex-
cessive regard for respectability or
because of his own inherent Puritan.
ism of outlook.

Some men are hypoeritical and sly
about kinds of behavior which other
men more or less openly practice
without e¢aring much what others
think. Here, let us say, is a man
who quite frankly has a free and
easy attitude teward sex. He deesn’t
flaunt  his philandering in any way
of juvenile impudence.” He just isn’t
distressed at the thought that he
has a reputation for being what is
whimsically called ‘“a ladies” man.”
Opinions can’t hurt him, as he has
the courage of his way of life. And
he doesn’t, for economic or soeial
reasons, fear the watchful eyes amd
critical tongues of the Publie. Such
a man, obviously, lives in a glass
house but at the same time he isn’t
worried ‘about stones being threwn
at him. The man who is afraid,
and who wants a great deal more
secrecy ‘than a glass house affords,
is the man who pretends to be the
apotheosis of strait-laced virtuous-
ness yet carries on clandestine af-
fairs with women.

It’s the same with other things.
The man who drinks openly is evi-
dently not bothered about what
others will say and his glass house
is just as safe as the solidest one
that could be built, The man who

ppainst another commodity—as, for|enjoys gambling and makes no bones

of # isn’t worried for fear someone
will find out that he gambles and
talk abont it. In-gambling lingo,
his cards are right on the table in
plain view. Those who dom’t like
it can lump it. ' Similarly, the man
who avowedly holds unpopular opin-

ions—what does he care if he is
nallod & “madinal”? ar a “hervatic? ar

even, dread word, an ‘“‘infidel”’? He
takes mo pains to hide his thoughts,
Intellectually, his glass house is as
open and cheerful and sunny-clear
in freedom as one could imagine.
Stones of criticism do not dismay
him.  Intolerance is odious to him
but go long as it is confined to mere
expression, he disdains it.

Furnthermore, your glass-house man
is npt in the regular sense a stone-
threwer. I mean to say that he is
not,.the kind who wants to censor
the--morals of his fellows or attack
thgir reputations or meanly prevent
them from living their own lives.
He is willing that all men shall
have the freedom that he claims for
himself. He 1is not a sneaking,
caviling gossip-monger. He doesn’t
fear stones and he doesn’t throw
stones.

" Really, it seems to me that the old
saying should be changed to read:
“People who live in glass houses
have no fear of stones.” Live your
life openly (assuming that you have
the courage) and you will be safe.
At any rate, you won’t have to con-
tend with the problem of the hypo-
crite. Also if your eye is out for
hurtling stones, look to the people
who live in cellars or behind care-
fully reared walls of hypocrisy.
They, however, throw stones most
suecessfully at one another.,

L I

. HUNTING A NEW GOD

1 read a good deal these days
about the search for a new concep-
tion of God. It is, of course, not
clearly agreed among the disputants
that a new God is required. There
are preachers who with fine rhetorie
and magnificent idealistic terminol-
ogy try to show that the old idea of
God is the best ever and that it is
futile sacrilege to monkey with it.
What we need, they say, is not a
new idea but a closer acquaintance-
ship (or, as they put it so sweetly,
companionship) with the one true
God of our fathers. On the other
hand are sentimental laymen who
are considerably influenced by mod-
ern thought, who cannot possibly
entertain the notions of the old the-
ology, who find mothing real in the
personal, literal God of old, but who
want some kind of divine image to
play with. They can’t bear athe-
ism. They are not willing to admit
that any idea of God is mnot better
than dark, deluded fancy. So they
say, “Let us frame a new idea of
God that will be suitable to us as
moderns.”

What strikes me about the whole

discuission is its utter lack of an
impersonal interest im the truth.
The disputants on both sides start
with the unquestioned assumption

that there is or must be a God. Of
course it doesn’t occur to them, ap-
parently, that the word “God” means
nothing until it is defined—and
even then it means nothing more,
They do not ask: Is there, strictly

as a matter of truth, anything an-
swering our notion of God? They
do not look critically at the primary
conception of a deity, of some su-
preme personage or power, that runs
the- universe. They take that” for
granted, and it is just there that
they depart from the path of truth-
eooking. The rect ie but a playing
with words.

It is easy enough to understand
what their attitude really. is. - It is
the attitude not of truth-seeking but
of looking for an entertaining story
or picture. One man says: “The
old story, or the old picture, is
good enough. It is interesting, and
it is easy to believe. It’s the best
story of its kind that can be writ-
ten.” The other objects: “Oh, no,
that old story belongs to an earlier,
clumsier school of art. We can do
much better than that now. There
are so many of us who simply can’t
believe in the old God-picture. It
is poorly drawn. It is unconvinc-
ing. Now, we would feel lost with-
out some kind of story—or picture
—s6 let us use our artistiec modern-
ism on the joh.” )

Yes, that’s quite the spivit in
which this controversy, belween the
old and the new God-wishers is car-
ried on. It is a perfect example of
wish-thinking. It is as if man
could arbitrarily draw a picture of
a God and call it the truth, and
expect it to satisfy those who seek
truth in the real spirit of curiosity.

One might make a comparison that
is not flattering but that is, I be-
lieve, quite to the point. These
men who are out hunting for a new
conception of God are comparable
to a group of men who should say,
“Let us try to figure out a more
modern belief in witchcraft. The
old belief in witches was, we admit,
pretty crude. It won’t go down any
more. What we need *s a new pic-
ture of a Witch, just as we need a
new picture of a God.”

But what of the atheistic con-
clusion? Any idea of God is mean-
ingless. There is,no God. In all
your seeking and phrasing, you are
just telling stories and drawing pic-
tures. If you say merely that this
sort. of thing entertains you, we
grant your right to it. But that
doesn’t satisfy you. You try to pass
them off as the truth. You per-
versely refuse to consider one im-
portant side of the argument:
namely, that God is just a three-
letter word meaning the letter ‘“g”
and the letter ‘‘o” and the letter "d”
—only that and nothing more. And
to add a letter and say “gods” is
just as sensible as to stick to the
singular “Ged.” After all, who has
settled the question whether there is
one God or many gods? Granting
supernaturalism or divinity, that is
a question which is exactly where
it always was, open to argument.

But this atheistic and impersonal
procedure , doesn’t suit the feelings
of the God-seekers. So they jump
around, drawing first this picture
and then that picture of a God, but
all the whil€ they haven’t the slight-
est idea what they are drawing a
picture of. It’s very amusing. But
that’'s how man, as a thinking ani-

mal, does wonderfully behave,

THE SEX QUESTIONNAIRE

[The following open lettér was writ-
ten by Mr. L. E. Ludwig, a Lima, Ohio,
lawyer.]

Editor, Columbia Daily Tribune,
Columbia, ‘Mo. -
Dear Sir:

1 just finished reading in the May,
1929, issue of The Debunker, pub-
lished by the Haldeman-Julius Pub-
lications of Girard, Kansas, L. M.
Birkhead's article, entitled “The
Challenge of Missouri University’s
Sex Questionnaire and Its Signifi-
cance.”

In it is an account of the two-
column headline story which appeared
recently in your newspaper under
the title, “Sex Secrets Asked of M,
U. Students.” Also, it quoted ver-
batim your editorial labeled, “A
I'ilthy Questionnaire.”

You are no doubt in most ways a
pretty good fellow but you are typ-
ical of a large class who have taken
upon themselves the self-appointed
task of forcing this world to con-
form to their own pet ideas of what
it ought to be. I can recognize one
of your kind as far off as I can
see him, for the very reason that I
used to have In my own system that
same moralistic strain which is so
apparent in your own writing. You
are a “good citizen,” You ‘stand
for what is right.” You are bent
on “saving” wmankind. You are a
“reformer.” You have the burden
of this world’s “sin” on your heart.

While I do not approve your at-
titude on the guestionnaire, yet, down
deep in my heart I sympathize with
you. You are so confused. Your
heart is torn by turmoil. Your edi-
torial indicates the tremendous con-
flict that rages within you. That is
why I feel sorry for you. 1 would
like to help you.

I wonder whether you actually
realize what a spectacle you have
made of yourself in connection with
the University questionnaire.

Has it occurred to you that the
publicity given to your activity in
this matter has made you the laugh-
ing-stock of intelligent people? Are
vou aware toc what extent the diction
of your short editorial above men-
tioned is a sure index of the crude,
negative content of your own mind?
Think about this for a moment. Re-
check your editorial. Note that it
embodies the following tell-tale
words: ‘“nasty, filthy, degrading, car-
nal, immoral, revolting, pervertéd,
perverts, desecration, outrage and
emetic.” You refer to the graduate
student, author of the questionnaire,
as “hardly dry behind the ears.”
You think in terms of “filth,” and
see life from the standpoint of
“desecration” and “outrage.” Don’t
you appreciate that your editorijal
throws the full light of day upon
your mental furnishings? Look over
once more the “filthy questionnaire.”
Review the questions therein asked.
To each one of these questions asked
the men you, yourself, could form
a very definite and specific answer.
If you did so what “harm” would
there be in such a procedure?

Why can’t you be honest with
yourself about these questions?

You know as well as I that there
is something wrong with the “tradi-
tional system of marriage.” You
know that it is a “system.” You
know fully well that it is net a
“sacred imstitution.” Seciety does
not so regard it. A justice of the
peace marries by the authority of
the state and not by the “Grace
of God.” Why is it “wrong” to as-
certain the facts about marriage?
How conld the students af the Unis
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versity of Missouri be “defiled” by
answering the questionnaire? You
make®such a fuss about nothing.

. It is_very difficult for me to be-
lieve: that you are sincere. You
labeled the two-column story in your
newspaper: “Sex Secrets Asked of
M. U. Students.” Just why did you
do this? Be honest about it. Didn't
you use the sensational slliterative
headline for the purpose of increas-
ing your subscription list? If not,
just why were you so anxious to
have the public contaminated by this
“emetic”? In your editorial, speak-
ing with reference to the phases of
the' questionnaire, you say: “Read
them on the front page.”” And yet,
in ~that selfsame editorial on the
questionnaire, you pretend to ‘“‘dep-
recate” its publication. Can’t you
see how inconsistent, hypocritical and
insingere you really are? Again, I
ask you to be honest with yourself.
. I wonder if you have any idea
just ?\J?W the “five hundred girls”
rollickingly laughed at your utter
lgck of' sophistication in your edito-
rial. "Don’t you really know that,
estimated by the intellectual stand-
ards of:this age, your editorial actu-
a!ly trails two decades or more be-
hind the alert intelligence of the
“five hundred girls” whom you say
were ‘“outraged” by the question-
naire? How they must have giggled
when they read your editorizal. I do
not know a single one of those girls.
However, T dare say they were mot
“shocked” by the questionnaire. I’ll
.vouch.that their standards of honor,
integrity and fair dealing are as
high, if not higher, than yours.
Your editorial speaks volumes on
the prominence of the “sex question”
in your own life. Do you honestly

think, that by your editorial you are
deceiving anyome.as to what is going
through your qwn mind? De you
really believe that you are physic-
ally different from other men? You
talk like you thought yourself a phe.
nomenon. You are not. Your resl
thoughts on sex do not vary greatly
from. those of other people. You
need -=mot be ashamed of - yeur
thought. Why deny them so vehe-
mently? It is natural for you to
have them. When you once arrive
‘at this civilized understanding of
yourself, you will not “flare up” at
mentioning of the “terrible” subject
of “sex.” £ s

By your newspaper columns snd
editorial you succeeded in stirring
up a lot of unthinking - people +teo.
frenzied activity against the authers
of the questionnaire. This resulted
in worthy, well-intentioned ‘persons
being discharged from their posi-
tions. Do you feel proud of that?
I wouldn’t. You ought te be ashamed
of it. It is to your discredit. And
it is all very unjust.

The “puritanical” who agree with
you will slap you on the shoulder
and commend your “brave stand for
righteousness.” Most of those who
disagree with you will criticize you
behind your back. I think some one
ought to enlighten you. That’s why
I am writing you this letter. I do
hope the time will come when you
see what a grave mistake you have
made.

Your newspaper could be such a
fine instrument for progress and
real advancement in your state,
You could so easily use it to make
this a better, happier world in
which to live. Why don’t you do ge*

Very truly yours,
L. E. LUDWIG.
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for the weed in an attempt to com-
guer the sweet. 1 was me slave to
tit.. Not that I ‘was trying to re-
tduce. ' I'm absut 158 or 184 in or-
ldﬁnfary street clothes; for a man
about B feet 6 inches that is about
right. Call it the wish for a nouvesu
frissom.

Te my surprise I found that cigar-

[Copyright, 1929, Haldeman-Julius Ce.]

IN WHICH I SURRENDER—CON-
DITIONALLY—TO THE LADY

T .am not inflexible.  A$ a gram-
mar-school pupil I was, for four
successive years, secretary of an
Anti-Tebaceo League. I believed, as
I was taught, ' that ‘cigarettes were
harmful to a growing child; I be-
lieve.it yet. So that, with this teach-
ing as a start, 1 abstained from
cigarettes for my first forty years.
1t was not hard. Perhaps excessive
indulgence in candy—not at all an
exclusively lady-like activity—was a
compensation for the lack of other
vices. At any rate, just {o prove
that I could do it, I suddenly, with-
out warning to myself, abandoned
my favorite chocolate. Absolutely.
And to my intense surprise, I felt
no craving for it from the first
moment. Then, to oceupy my lips
with something else, I thought I'd
try cigarettes. Not that I reached

solicited.) = Also, and this time not
‘to my surprise, I found that slogans
mean nothing. I coughed over Old
Golds and did not ecough ever Lucky
Strikes; Marlberes, I found, were
not as “Mild as May”; in rapid
review there burmed from my lips
Fatimas, Melachrinos, English Ovals,
Walter Raleighs, . . . a list, in fact,
as long as Homer’s catalog of ships.
I'm still at it, though with due ad-
herence to my family motto, “Noth-
ing in Excess.” Something tells me
that I've joined the fraternity of
smokers. ' ~

Which reminds me of a cénversa-
tion I had years ago with my family
physician. It was also about cigar-
ettes. He had just advised a friend
of mine to quit them. “But, doctor,”
I said, “you’re an inveterate smoker
yourself. Don’t yeu believe that it
does you harm?” “Undoubtedly,”
he replied, with physicianly assur-

ance. “Probably it will take off
two years of my life. But they'll be
the old, old years. And who wants
them, anyway?"

No, Lady Nicetine, T don’t inhale.

* o A
VICIOUS CIRCLE
The quest of the self-seeker
Is properly rewarded.

ettes were pleasant, especially if| He findeth, at long last,

they were wot too stromg. Thea| Only himself.

began the quest for a favorite brand. B b

(Suggestions, especially accompanied A YIDDISH CLASSIC

with bona fide samples, are hereby| pichre the Lame. By Mendele

Mocher Seforim. (S. J. Abramo-
vich). London. Stanley Paul. Freely
translated from the Yiddish, with a
Preface, by Dr. Angelo S. Rappoport.

Abramovich, who achieved a deu-
ble triumph through his pseudonym,
Mendel the Beokseller, is kmown as
the “grandfather” of Yiddish litera-
ture. He virtually created the mod-
ern Yiddish idiem; he wrote, too, 2
library of works that for a time set
the standard of composition in the
various genres. Years before Ibsen,
in his play, “The Meat Tax,” he had
shaped a Yiddish Dr. Stockmann,
whose reward for civie virtue was
to be made into an “enemy of the
people”; in “The Dobbin” he wrote
an allegory of Jewish life, through
the mouth of a horse, that was as-
toundingly successful, despite the
traps that allegory sets for the un-
wary; in “The Magie Ring” (or,
The Wish Ring), he presented to

‘Jewish childhood a gift that is still
enjeyed. :

He broke, at last, through the re-
ligious fog that so lomg had en-
swathed the national letters. He
was among the first to see that the
material misery in which his people
dwelt demanded 3 material, a socio-
eeonomical remedy. ‘“Not books,” as
ene of his characters says im “The
Wish Ring”—‘“net beoks, but bread.”
His own books were both: sustenance
for the spirit and fer the body. In
“Fishke the Lame” (it would have
beer so easy, and so much more
idiomatic, for the translator.to have
called the beok “Fishke the Crip-
ple”) Mendel the Bookseller helped
te lay the foundations of the modern
Yiddish novel.

That phrase, today, calls up the
name of Sholom Ash, and the pecu-
liar blending of poetry and realism
which characterizes such of his books
as “Marie,” “The Road to Self,”
“Martyrdom” (Kiddush Hashem),
“Mottke the Vagabond,” and “Uncle
Moses.” Well, in this same “Fishke
the Cripple,” Abramovich, writing in
the early sixties of the last century,
showed the path that Sholom Ash
and Joseph Opatashu were to tread
generations later. It is difficult to
believe that the book was written
over sixty-five years ago. In tech-
nique, in outlook, in essential style,
it is as new as the latest Yiddish
fiction, and superior to most of it.

The tale seems to begin- with sev-
eral different starts; we have first
the talkative Mendel, who ' rides
threugh all of Abramovich’s fiction,
talking now to himself, now to his
nag, ever a prey to the Jewish strug-
gle between prayer and pleasure as
he rides past the verdant fields from
one town te another. Mendel comes
upon a fellew book merchant, Alter,
who has a story of his own to tell.
When to these is suddemly added
Fishke, whom Alter has saved from
slow death in an abandoned home-
stead, where he has been left by
the gypsies who stole his sweetheart,
it begins to seem that a three-cor-
nered tale is im progress. Yet it is
only part of Abramovich’s skill to
weave these strands into an organic
pattern.

The tale is chiefly Fishke’s, though
he does not really appear until the
book is almost half finished. In-
duced to marry a blind beggar, he
falls in with a rout of Jewish
gypsies—that is what it amounts to
—and loses such affection as his wife
can give to a schemer who would
use her for his own enrichment. The
picture of organized beggardom that
Abramovich presents is, for its day,
and still for ours, almost exotic. It
is a strange milieu, at once romantic
and realistic. Fishke falls im love
with an abandoned little hunchback;
forever they are thwarted by his
blind wife and her accomplice. Such

leve as this
fictiow, in which passion is a theme
relatively new. To be sure, Fishke
struggles between his sterile allegi-
ance te his wife and his desire to
ron off with the hunchback. To be
sure, in the eund, she is snatched
from: his arms by his wife’s accom-
plice, just at the moment when
escape sesmed certain. Left te die,
Fishke iz discovered by Alter. What
became of his blind wife? What be-
came of the little hunchback? No-
body knmows. I¢ is “am unhappy
ending.”

Abramovich’s fondress for conver-
sation appears in his method; Men.
del, Alter and Fishke tell the story
in collaboration. As a8 narrative,
the book is original enough even for
our present-day “movies”’ As style
it is engaging. It abounds in pic-
tures of Yiddish life amidst the
lower strata—a life that must have
been new to most of the first read-
ers. It abounds, too, Im pungent
commentary wpon Yiddish life in
general: its poverty, its aspirations,
its peculiarities. The man’s irony
says more in a paragraph than much
passionate pleading manages to con-
vey in a volume,

A Jew, once he hag conquered the
ugly passions for food, cares but little
for it, and is quite capable of keeping
alive on little, There are even now
plenty of Jews who have practically no
stomach at all, only just a vestige, a
sign of it, and there is great hope
that Jéws will gradually give up eat-

was new to- Yiddish

ing altogether, and among the genera--
tions to come will have no stomach at .
all. They will then be %greatly re-
spected in the world. o

As Mendel listens to the growing
love of Fishke for the hunchbackahe

is seized with qualms. :

Lord of the Universe—thinks he—
what is that “being gone on some-
body”? . . In my native town they
used to say it was a 'sort of madness
brought about by witcheraft——an ill-
ness, a disease. Old witches could
conjure up such a madness by giving
ygu to drink some drops of their own
concoction. Among us Jews, to be in
love meanmt to suffer from some. weak-
ness or fever; it was something like
being possessed by a demon, and when
people ever mentioned such cases they
usually took hold of their eyelashes,
spitting out seven iimes. Such ‘an ill-
ness. or madnmess, however, I perfectly:
well remember, only happened -either’
among the very rich or among the very
poor. The middle classes were usually
spared. :

Yes, indeed; it is Mendel’s book
as much as Fishke’s. It is, more-
over, still one of the outstanding
books in Yiddish fiction. - A modest,
but an enduring. accomplishment.
Better still is the “Jewish Dom Quix-
ote” (the name by which “The Trav=
els of Benjamin the Third” is
known), by the same author; here
his humor has a wider scepe and a
broader canvas. Yet “Fishke” is the
more original. L N

The translation is generally goed,
falling on occasion into a literalness
'that gives a disturbing, but wvali
hint of the Yiddish idiom.

Philosophy.
and Art of the
Debunker

Joseph McCabe

Continued from page onel

deserts of the central states, but the
more serious fact is that the crowds
of New Yorkers who listen no longer
to that kind of bunk lend a very
ready ear to other kinds. Skepti-
cism is, as Haldeman-Julius says,
of the very essence of debunking,
but too many people think that it
is the whole of it.. Your entirely
emancipated neighbor, as far as re-
ligion is comcerned, will talk to you
the most pitiful nonsense about poli-
tics or ethics or war, or even some
mysticism which does not happen
te be Christian. Yeéu know the
type of man who, of course, does
net swallow these medieval dog-
mas. of the Churches, but da. you
not recognize the perfect person<
ality ‘smd teaching of Jesus? All
bunk, ssys the next man, but cer-
tainly we must admit a great cos-
mic pewer. . Still bumk, says the
third man, but. naturally we must
have a religion of values, especially
spiritual - and meral walyes. Bunk
again, says Wells; we want a re-
ligiosity, mot a religion, and an
ethie’ ‘that says nothing about sex
sensuousness.

So it goes on In every fleld of
life and thought, and we have in

this book a broad and genially crit-
jcal survey of so many varieties of

bunk that Shaw, if he reads it, will

probably ask: Why not say in a
word that the race is sodden with
folly and doomed? Because that toe
is bunk, says Haldeman-Julius. Pes-
simism is bunk. -He is too well read
in histery to be caught by that fal-
lacy. Your pessimist is generally
a man who in the springtime for-
gets. the winter out of which we are
emerging and the summer that is
coming: who on a bad tract of road
does- not ask if it was once worse
or what .the prospect is of it be-
coming better, If he glances at
history at all it is to tell us how
inferior ‘we -are to the Athenians,
asbout whom he . usually. kpows very
little. - You find the opposite virtue
to that defect in Haldeman-Julius, A
large and accurate Lknowledge of
history onm its egsential lines informs
the whole book. He knows why the
light shone wery brightly here and
there in the past and why it was
dimmed. - He knows how long and
deeply the darkness brooded over
Kurope and how an age of imper-
feci ligni, an age of struggle of
ui forces to keep us in the
: bound to produce a grest
+ unk. He kmows the strug-
#lc of mam-fer the last three hun-
dreu years to get knowledge and
power, and, in particular, he appre-
ciates the formidable significance of
the  entirely new force, modern
science, which has come fe help us.
He- is an- artist, but from end to
end of the book he insists that we
shall not try to understand ourselves
except in the light of history, and
not forecast the future without real-
izing ‘how science, both #s 3 means
of ascertaining truth and of enrich-
ing life, has given us something of
inestimable value that no generation
of men ever had before.

~ 'He even has a good word for
philosophy: not so much recommend-
ing the present study of metaphysics,
though he feels that it was an inev-
jtable and on the whole wuseful
stage between the theological and
the  scientific, but understanding by
the philosopher ‘“the man who offers
wise and witty reflections upon lifé
and human -nature, ‘without claiming
to have discovered the final and ab-
solute truth, or without asking us
to subscribe to a pak, resdy-made

system of belief.” But it must be
a philosophy without mysticism. It
is mot im the least necessary here to
quote specimens of how Haldeman-
Julius writes. “This,” he says some-
where, “is a questiom that can te
plainly answered, without evasion,
and without any play upon words.”
But that is what he says about every
question, and there are none of im-
portance that he dees mnot raise.
“Tor a man,” he says, “to deal in
riddles, meaningless even to those
who are brought credulously under
their spell, when the world demands
earnest thought and labor, seems—
and is—childish,” The questions that
are most worth answering, the ques-
tions which press for am answer, can
all be answered now. We can settle
our problems of recomstruction with-
out understanding the relation of
the electron to ether, the nature of
consciousness, or the embryonic de-
velopment of the body. Clear your
mind of cant—the originator of the
phrase, by the way, had a mind full
of it—and you will see more clearly.
Haldemap-Julius cleared his mind,
and his lucid, terse, always pleas-
ant and’ often epigrammatic style
reflects the elear-seeinpg mind.
Several years ago a publisher
asked me te translate into English

ling. It promised to be a lucrative
job but I refused, because it seemed
to me needlessly to complicate the
motives of conduet.
ligion unnecessary and harmful; to
which I cordially assented, but Jit
went on to explain that you need:

quite  an  elaborate philosophy >to
guide you. If this were true, e
might make up our minds that for
a few generations at least the jra-
jority of people are going to do with-
out guidance. Some day the acquisi-
tion of knowledge and the enjoyment
of good art may be found by smost
people to be an even more pleasura-
ble use of ome’s time than playing
bridge or going to the movies.” But
education will have to be transformed
and industrigl conditions very dif-
ferent before we get to that stage.
In the meantime what is the use of
offering as guides of life systems of
philosophy which very few have the
least inclination to study or systems
of theology which few educated peo-
ple can contemplate without repug-
nance? Especially when life is es-
sentially simple ag far as general
guiding rules ‘are concerned. “The
only good man is the wman who

bunker.
ter general rule. Of conree it im-
plies madifications of accepted codes
of action, hut the world is coming
rapidly to see that. 1 often fear
that my work on this side may be

friends who were so very rational
in judging theology so very non.
ratioral when it came to ethics, and
I was agreeably gsurprised to hear
the daughter of one of the most
puritanical of them sum up all prob-
lems by echoing my simple rule:
Hurt no ome.

Yes, I am quite aware, it is ne
modern discovery. It was well known
in Egypt five thousand 'vears agoe,
but ynfortunately it was mixed up
with so many other rules that peo-
ple became confused. It was well
known to Buddha, but he unfortu.
nately made asceticism higher than
it. It was formulated again by the
Gréek moralists like Democritus. It
was put inte the mouth of Jesus and
incd,r_fpuéttd in a  world-religion:
which inflicted more pain on man-
kirid then a1l the other religions put
together since human sacrifice was
abandoned. We just cut it out from
all the mystic bunk in which it has

make it a basic principle in solving
many problems,

Does the deébunker hurt mnobody?
Let us be quite clear that we are
not running into a new kind of bunk

obvious limits to universal charity,

or a creed that wants to impose

the “Travel-Diary” (I think it is
called in German) of Count Keyser-’

hurts no other man,” says the de-
There could not be a bet-

very displeasing to some of my old

been buried, and we are going to|.

‘with- our new principles. ' There are

When I have to write abouf a man

privations on large bodies of people
I have no more intention of being
polite than when I confront a man
who has wilfully brought poverty
upon some hundreds of families. The
sincere fanatic is generally a much
more mischievous person than any
type of man or woman whom he
denounces so fluently and it is in
practice not the least use to say so
politely. Over and over again, in
debate or in the informal debate
which often follows my lectures, my
Christian opponent quotes the his-
torian Lecky. He was a Rationalist,
and in his “History of European
Morals” he put together a mass of
facts that constitute—if you cut out
his rhetorical passages—one of the
most damning indictments of Chris-
tianity that was ever written. But
he was so ‘determined to be polite
that his language is often completely
at variance with his facts, and his
bouquets to¥ithe Christian religion
have been used ever since through-
out the English-speaking world to
detain people’ in superstition and
throw discredit on more truthful his-
torians. Américan historians are,
under pressure of the influence which
the Churches exercise in education,
doing a good deal of that sort of
thing.  Men of science like Osborn
and Millikan are doing the same
thing in a_ different field, o

It is not only bunk but mischiev-
ous bunk. There are asgreat many
| beliefs and opinions about which one

It declared re-yhas to use strong language or some-

thing very different frem polite lan-
'guage, which is in these cases quite
ineffective. There are’ two ways of
criticizing. One is the Nietzschean
or the Shavian way: the vitriolic
way. Test it by the results, not by
your taste in such matters. If Vol-
taire had written about religion in
the vein of sweet reasonableness of
Rousseau the world would be far
less advanced than it is. And there
are people who write and deserve
caustic language much more than the
sincere fanatic. They make money
by posing as fanatics, and I know
no more pernicious type. Humanity
is on a graduated scale from the
lunatic and the criminal, who have
to be hurt sometimes, to the quite
sane and socially correct. ‘“Hurt
nobody” is a general social princi-
ple; and, after all, we do not pro-
pose to put Straton or anybody else
on the rack, as they would put us.
There is, however, the other méthod
of shifting bunk from people’s minds:
put the facts of the matter, the
truth before them. It seems to me
that in “The Outline of Bunk,”
Mr. Haldeman-Julius correctly sees
both the uses and limitations of that
method.

Modernism, or the art of sophisti-
cation, has shown many of us who
are in the great debunking struggle
that it is noet nearly as effective as
it once was and cannot be used alone,
The Fall of Man,” for instance, is
one of the most puerile doctrines of
any religion that exists in the twen-
tieth century, yet millions.in Amer-
jca believe it. Just tell them the
facts about the real record of man
on the earth, says my friend of the
“constructive” school, and they will
shed the old dogma. Will they?
Here is Oliver Lodge telling them
that science is quite consistent with
religion .even on that point: primi-
tive man had no.moral idea ‘and
therefore could not fall, and at last
man developed moral ideas—and he
fell. Do you want me to be polite
to such bunk as that? The Atone-
ment is the most repulsive doctrine
of modern religion, and millions in
America believe it. Oh, says my
friend, just tell them courteously
how Frazer has traced the whole
evolution of the belief, and then
. Why, then they will stumble
upon a modernist book "which will
point out to them that you have
only to break up the world into At-
one-ment, and you see that it
means that the beautiful example
and “teaching of Jesus (more bunk,
dulling the sense of truth in his-
tory) made humanity again at-one
with Ged. - If you succeed in mext

laying before your patient the his-
torical facts, or lack of them, about
the personality of Jesus, there is
another religious bunk-shooter ready
to assure him that it does not mat-
ter in the least whether there ever
was a historical Jesus: it is the
ideal that inspired the world. And
when you have finally put before
the patient, if he has not by this
time given up the cure and gone to
play golf, the real facts about the
inspiration of ¥urope after the
fourth century, there are scores of
preachers smiling: what the gospel
failed to do in the past it is doing
now and will increasingly do in the
future.

You have to warn men against the
procedure itself and do it sharply.
It is the bunk-habit that is perni-
cious. I have taken an example:or
two from religion, but Mr. Halde-
man-Julius shows that it is just the
same in the political and every other
field. I cannot and need not follow
him over this wide territory. It is
only necessary to say that you will
find wise words, concisely and at-
tractively .put together, about prohi-
bition and Nicaragua, democracy and
psycho-analysis, patriotism and puri-
tanism, sex and .sensuousness, and
all the questions which we are actu-
ally discussing. The book will be

{ hailed . as - the First  .Gospel of the

Debunker. A eourse of it will leave
you much wiser and mentally more
braced than if you go to Chicago
University for a year and take on,
in - succession, - all the promising
courses it offers.

It is, however, necessary to make
clear that all this criticism and de-
nial and censure occupies only one-
half of the book. The second part,
equally long, consists of “The Ad-
mirations of a Debunker.” There
is a type of person who, whenever
you criticize the Churches or the
actual marriage system or something
of that kind, asks with an air of
profound sagacity: What will you
put in its place? With the people
who imagine that the world is thirst-
ing for something to replace the old
I have no patience. Of the sixty
million people in America who have
done with the Churches more than
fifty million want you to leave them
alone. And even the more serious
person who argues that a discarded
“inspiration”  must be replaced by
another deserves to have his knuckles
rapped. The ground on which he
bases his opinion is mostly bunk:
an utterly false version of history
and a refusal to look at the plain
facts of contemporary life. )

However, it was a good - idea -to
give half the space to enthusiasms
and admirations, Was there ever
a greater mistake, a more bunkish
phantasm, than the idea of those who
think one’s life is empty or dreary
when theology goes out of it? There
is so much to enjoy, so much to
be enthusiastie about, that we find
the days too short. Their idea that,
at the best, we are unfortunately
constituted people who perhaps can-
not help sticking pins in other peo-
ple’s spiritual and political balloons,
but may at least be reminded of
what we have deprived them, is too
funny. We are all the time teach-
ing peaple hoew .to live, You can
hardly ever destroy an idea without
letting in another that has been
waiting. Convince a nation that
monarchy or aristocracy is a medi-
eval fiction apd it becomes at once
a democracy.  Convince a man that
churchgoing is a waste of time, and
he has a hundred other interests or
recreations waiting to ocecupy the
vacated hour. -We want people to
occupy their time better, not to leave
it idle.

One of the most useful chapters
in this book is ‘“The Object of the
Debunker is to Make Life More Sane,
Better Ordered, and More Enjoya-
ble.” There are, he says, a few “mere
grumblers and soreheads,” but these
are not the serious debunkers who
have & ‘“thoughtful, critical attitude
toward life,” who are “as quick to rec-
ognize and appreciate the good as
the bad, the useful as the futile, the

true as the false.” It is precisely
because we /have high standards of
taste, critical judgments of truth,
and fine emotions that we use blunt
language occasionally, Out of this
great store of things that life pre-
sents we want to teach people to
select only the best, and they will
find life far more satisfactory than
if they had remained with a lower
taste or a less critical attitude %o-
ward statements. We have the most
definite ideals for we oppose ‘“‘skepti-
cism to religion, freedom to intol-
erance, realism to sentimentalism,
naturalism to puritanism, and the
like.” There’s the rub, of course:
we oppose naturalism to puritanism.
And the answer is that in so far
as a puritan ideal has real roots and
reasons in this modern life of ours
there is no reason to suppose it will
be neglected, but that in so far as
it is purely Christian it is a matter
for Christians .cto consider. The
world will not go6 to pieces because
we no longer dab ourselves with
holy water or abstain from meat
on Fridays.

“Ideas are in:! the last analysis,”
he says, “of no value unless they
light the way to a life more abund-
ant, more pleasant, more comforta-
ble, more filled with happy things.”
What are the happy things? Al the

beauty that art and nature can give’

us, all” the knowledge and mental
cultivation that science and history
can give us, all the pleasure of
friendship and entertainment, all the
joy of helping the world on “and
spreading sunshine in new places;®all
the comfort that comes unceasingly
to each when lies and hypocrisies
are made an end of, all the freedtm
to follow our own taste and impulses
that is consistent with the equal
freedom and rights of others, all the
laughter and humor in the world

that is consistent with good taste?|
Haldeman-Julius™

Pagan? Exactly.
aim is stated over and over again, to
return from Puritanism to Pagan-
ism,
equally explicit will waste hours in
futile controversy. The best of the
Pagans knew far better than we do
how to live. The world has for fif-
teen hundred years been torn be-
tween its new code of life and its
eternal spirit of life. It has been
darkened by the most confused and
tyrannical of all the products of the
bunk-box: spirituality. If the word
means anything that is of value, of
vital importance, to us wmoderns, it
means a cultivated mind, a refined
taste, a high character. We have
debunked history and shown that
the pagans thought as wmuch of
these things as we do and infinitely
more than their successors. We are,
like them, reuniting the elements of
human nature which have been so

long divorced: the pleasures of sense|

and character, intellect and emotion.
In debunking we are not merely not
negative but are displacing a morbid
and false conception of human na-
ture and life by one which is sane
and sunny. The world has for
ages been out of joint because it
had not a creed of life that it could
respect. We are giving it one,

So I come to the last chapter:
“Whatever the Issue, the_ Debunker
Will Always Be Found on the Side of
Freedom and '~ Progress.” Neither
freedom nor progress is to us a
mere word. Our lives are actually
cramped by tyrannies which have no
basis in social welfare, and it is a
recognized principle of modern civ-
ilization that the 'individual shall be
restricted only in so far as the needs
of the whole demand this. We want
all the freedom, of literature and
art and life, that is consistent with
the harmony of the commonwealth.

At present much of the encroachment

on our liberty is: notoriously based
upon the religious beliefs of a mi-
nority amongst us.
me, for instance,
should be free to say that things

which are repulsive to him ought

not to be taught tc his children, 1
say, yes, if that man has consulted
the proper authorities about what is

taught; if he does mnot put people}
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and any skeptic who is not’

If a man tells
that a parent

in prison for telling him the truth
about it; if he does mot prevent
other people’s children from learning
the truth by excluding it from the
schools; if he has made a sensible
effort to test the soundness of his
objection and is not merely echoing
the words of some preacher who
knows nothing about it. In my last
debate with Riley, on the theme
“That evolution is true and ought
to be taught in the schools,” I de-
voted nineteen minutes of my open-
ing speech to the first part of the
proposition and one to the second
part. And Riley agreed: if it is
true, it must be taught. But the
people who prevent it from being
taught have never taken any serious
trouble to find out if it is true,
There is the same bunkish attitude
at the back of. blue laws and
other prohibitions. Take the restric-
tion on the propaganda of birth
control in America: from a purely
social point of view not merely an
irrelevant interference but a most
stupid disservice to the community
which, without birth control, would
already be seriously congested, Take

grounds of divorce are disgracefully
few. Before the eyes of these peo-
ple who talk about the evil of di-
vorce is the social condition of states
and of foreign countries with am-
| pler divorce, but they will not trouble
to make the social comparison. They
just bleat about the large number of

facts, the liberation of life and ve-
covery of ‘happiness, behind them,
All their talk about the social good
is bunk of the most insincere char-
acter. They are beéginning to use the
word social almost as they use the
word spiritual.
people by the fallacy that Roman
Catholic writers are now actually
explaining away the massacre of the
4 Albigensians, one of the vilest re-
tligious outrages in history, on the
ground that these heretics held un-
sound principles of social life; and
they were the most prosperous peo-
ple in Europe.

Progress also is no mere word
with us. We mean quite definitely
that a larger number of people shall
be happy, or happier than they are
today. We mean that vast volame

o

of pain that is today  csused by
poverty, ignorance, religious or eth-
ical superstition, and medieval leg-
islation shall be increasingly reduced.
We mean that there shall be an im-
provement and extension of education
until every man and womanis at
least in a position to choose the
wisest ideal of personal and collec-
tive life. That there is in this pagan
or materialistic doctrine anything
which threatens other valuable ele-
ments of civilization is once more
sheer bunk. Science will never again
perish, or cease to advance; because
it is wholly bound up with our ma-
terial prosperity. Art will not re-
lax in its efforts to reach the high-
est point of creativeness, for it was
the spirit of Greece and of the Re-
naissance, the spirit we are going
to restore, that gave birth to the
highest art. Fine art and the capac-
ity of every man and woman to enjoy
it are quite obviously essential ele-
ments of our idea of progress. And
it is only by a new gush -of bunk
that any concern ecan be framed
about character. Our aim essén-
tially implies that the general char-

@he restrictions on divorce, especially®
in several of the states where the’ matters, be enormously  improved:

divorces and refuse to see the human
.point.

So hypnotized are'

*acter shall, 'in every respeet that

that roguery and lying, meanness
and cruelty, injustice and sourness,
shall be_gradually eliminated..... ..

That is the ‘great ideal that -in.;
forms the whole debunking .crusade:
an ideal in the positive, not the mys-
tic sense—the conception of some-
thing better than what actually ex-
ists, But I return to my starting
Debunking is in itself a pro-
foundly valuable social service,, just
as bunking in every form, if mnot
most especially in that - spiritual
form in which it is most insidious,
is a profound social disservice. Justs
as I write this last page I get
from America the stenographic re-
port of my recent debate with Riley
in New York. What ghastly bunk!
And to think that in America, which
prides itself on its superiority to-
the political bunk of the Old World,*
millions of people regard this as’
wisdom. Their minds need an anti-"
septic. They need startling into a
perception of the bare fact that
they have been duped by bunk. Then,
and then only, they will ask for the
truth, for constructive ideas; and.
we have it ready for them. -
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What Is
Christianity?
Am Answer to
Pr. Harry Emerson Feosdick

E. Haldeman-Julius

Continued from page omel .

shadow of an.intelligent appeal onm
behalf of religion—of a general anti-
Christian trend. of thought which is
seientific, 'skeptical, humanistic. But
this trend -of ' thought bears as
strongly agamst immortality as
against - the other notions of reli-
gien. Here 'is a scientifically. inde-
fensible (amd, the more ome reflects
upon it, a meaningless) idea; and
Fosdlck represents it—in the guise
of personality—as the central mes-

sage of Jesus and meaning of Chris-

tianity.

"And Fosdick is not quite honest
when he emphasizes only ome side
of the Christian dectrire of immor-
tality. If Christianity has held out
the hope of personal felicity (or,
te follow its mythelegy, a dull and
empty personal life) beyomnd the
earthly grave, it has also terrified
men by the threat of personal suf-
fering, wretchedness, dammation
throughout all etermity. Moreover,
it seems to have been the cheerful
view of the holy gespelers, until
quite medern times, that a great
majority of the race was logically,
almest certainly, doomed te the fires
of hell. Actually, the balance of
sentiment, in Christian theology, was
one of fear rather than hope. Ne
other religion, I believe, has ever
dwelt so intemsely upom such a hor-
rible picture of a hereafter—for
sinners, unbelievers, etc. That was
one chief objection which the Pagans
had to Christianity: namely, its vul-
gar, superstitious, cruel degma and
vision ef etermal punishment. This
degma was net only abherrent to
the Paganm philesophers, to all cul-
tivated wersons of the ancient world;
but it was net commonly a Dbelief
in that pre-Christian werld; indeed,
it remained for Christianity be stress
immortality, not as something beau-
tiful and wonderful, but as a des-
perate and dark chance which a man
wounld be a great deal better with-
out. The actual histery of the be-
lief of immertality in Christian
hands remders grimly ironical Fos-

dick’s statement, “The genmitis of
Christianity lies in reverence for
personality.”

And far worse can be sald about
this - statement. Historically, it is
as wide of the truth as any state-
ment could possibly be. Let us for
the moment - dismiss the notion of
immortality, and _consider briefly
what Chrxs’clamty thd for persomal-
ity in a real, hwman, social sense.
For a thousand years Christianity
was. supreme in Europe, and indeed
until the past century this rehglon
has been, not merely the conven-
tional religion .te which lip service
is given, but a system of belief and
an institution helding the credulity
of mankind. And it was precisely
when Christianity waz most pow-
erful that persomality—or, let us say
mere plainly, human sympathy and
justice—was least respected. Chris-
tianity was completely indifferent to
the ideals of freedom and culture,
which, asserted by liberals and skep-
ties .in hostility to Churck and State,
constituted the real declaration eof
the value and the rights of per-
sonality. Christianity upheld by its
pewer and justified hy theologieal
and scrlptural argument the insti-
tution of slavery and the servile
condition, lasting for centuries, of
nearly the whoele of Christendom.
The brutality, barbarism, and intol-
erance - of medievalism—Christian
medievalism—impress us as the wild-
éﬁ imaginable . opposite of that
“Yeveremee for persomality” whick
Fesdick would have us believe is
tfe ‘sublime gift of ' Christianity to
mankind.

What of the bigots who took the
lives of their fellow men because
of differences in doctrine? What of
the’ official and extreme and over-
whelming bigotry by which the
Christian  faith was upheld? Fos-
dick cannot well deny, nor can one
see how he can very well dodge,
this outstanding fact in the record
of Ohristianity. To be sure, it
belongs to the past: and, signifi-
cantly, so does Christianity, as a
decisively ruling social force, belong
to the past; the extreme cruelties of
bigotry and the reality of Christian
jower have alike been outlived by
humanity—and the connection be-
tween the two is unescapably ob-
vious.

It ‘is not useful for Fosdick’s
argument to point out merely that
in this modern age, when Christian
power is broken, there has been a
humane modification of the ideas and
pretensions of Christianity—or of a
good many Christians. It would be
idle to praise Christianity for the
humanity, for. the recognition of
persomality, that is witnessed .in our
age: this is a general characteristic
of the age and is actually the re-
'f!,lt“of the increased secularization of
ife.

. The basis of Fosdick’s claim must

be historical—and, thus viewed, it
has no basis in fact. Compare the
spcial life of Greece aind Rome with
the social life' of Europe for a
thousand years, yes for fifteen hun-
dred years, under Christianity: the
vecord  is brilliantly in' faver of the

l

Pagans as hnvmg had a f&r more
intelligent and humape 'regard - for
persomality.” For eme must repea.t
that if “reveremce fer personality”
means anything, xt must mean a
sense of justice, & devotien to ku-
man rights, the inspiration of a de-
cent ‘life fer mem on this earth.
And in this respect Christianity’s
record is sbout as bad as could be.
Under Christian rule amd imspira-
tien, men generally rotted im bestial-
ity and lgnmnee during the ap-
palling dark stretch of medievallem;
and net omly that, buwt they were
incredibly cruel to ome amother; the
average man was, im the mediewval
Christian view as that view was
actually demonstrated in secial life,
no better than a beast of the field;
the old “holy” rule  of Church amd
State was the mest terrible demial
of personality; amd all these fea-
tures eof civilization, im which per-
somality is most truly reflected, were
left fer a rational world te pre-
duce—for them, mam does not owe
Christianity the slightest debt.

Christian theology revealed as
much contempt for personality as
Christian practice. Man was held
to be like a worm in the dust. He
was, not only the slave of a few
lords on earth, but he was the slav-
ish, stupid, cringing creature of a
despotic God in the sky. His chief
duty was not to realize his own hu-
man persomality but te worship and
sing the praises of this Ged. He
was, finally, in a probability
damned by this Ged—and even the
best of Christians were taught to
believe that, however staimless their
life, they were nevertheless wretched
creatures in the sight of God and
really could deserve nothing Dbetter
than hell. God might be good-nat-
ured and give them something bet-
ter; but, being human, they de-
served only dammnatien.

Of course, the whele of Christian
theology is not found in the reputed
sayings of Jesus. But in the first
place Jesus, himself, was net the
discoverer of personality nor its only
great (not even #s greatest) cham-
pion or teacher. Anyway, the sup-
posed teachings of Jesus are so con-
tradictory, he is (at least insofar as
we have any impression of him)
such a Iegendary figure, that ne
very clear and applicable gospel or
viewpoint of life is to be had from
that quarter. What I would empha-
size here is that, apart from Chris-
tianity as an institutiom, apart from
the Church, Jesus is merely a minor
figure and would convey nothing in
particular te the minds of men,
would indeed very likely be quite
forgotten. Take him by himself, and
Be is simply a little known Jew who
a couple of thewsand years ago ut-
tered a few moral parables and ap-
horisms, mot new ner brilliant, and
who, may have beem the protagonist
of a doubtful story, suspiciously
laden  with' miraeles. After all,
Jesus is but a mame and the shadow
of -a shade. Even as the alleged
“founder” and seeond god of Chris-
tianity, he cannot be said to have
contributed a thing te the culture
of civilizatien or to the visiom and
nature of man. Christianity, on the
other hand, is historically aam im-
mense and terrible fact. What
Christianity taught amd did cannot
be denied—and the whole trend of
its faith and practice was against
human rights and “reverence for
personality.”

What, then, has lifted the per-
sonality of man to a civilized plane?
It has beem the ratiomalistic, mate-
rialistie growth of a society devoted
to real amd mnot illusory objects.
Personality could not amount to
much wuntil- the tyranny of Church
and State was: broken. The dog-
mas of Christianity stood mest evilly
in the way of a realization of the
free, intelligent, self-respecting per-
sonality of man. A world in which
man could really enjoy life, in which
ke could. exercise freely his crea-
tive intelligence, in which he would
be emancipated from the supersti-
tious fears and harsh, gloomy re-
strictions of a Christion society—
this was what man needed in order
for his - personality to be trmmph-
ant. .

There is no doubt at all concerning
this real evolutiom of persomality in
the shape of greater culture, free-
dom, and power for man. Skepti-
cism and the spirit of rgvolt—revolt,
mind you, against the barriers either
established or maintained by Chris-
tianity—appeared as the forerun-
ners of this evolution. (The faet is
also worth mentioning that Pagan
culture, not Christianity, was a very
important inspiration toward the
dawning of the rights of man and
the liberation of human personality.)
-Step by step, as the world became
more secular and less religious, the
actual conditions of life and per-
sonality improved. Science brought
to man the greatest power and hope
he had ever known—greater than
he had ever dreamed of. Toleration
—an un-Christian attitude of mind
—grew with the growth of secular-
ism: and toleratiom, certainly, is a
fine and essential tribute to the dig-
nity and rights of personality.

Now, in the modern world, when
Christianity ne longer governs the
thoughts and relations of men—when
it is, intellectually (i. e., for all in-
telligent persoms) an outcast and
discredited system of belief, we. find
that persomality is more widely and
happily significant than ever before
in the werld’s history. We bhave
come to the richest fruition of per-
sonality, met by ‘the Christian reute,

but by the ratiomalistie, liberal, sec-

‘for civilization,

ular right. Christienity, ¢ e wevd,
had to be foreed owi of the way in
order thet man should emjoy & free
personelily. -

We de met think of eminent Chris-
tian names im history im connection
with the rights of man (save as
having ‘opposed these rights):
think rather of the names of great
champions of free theught, great

ehallengers ,of theology and despot-|:

ism, great expoments of rationalism
and a secular, worldly humanism.
Can amy Christiam be mamed whe
did as much for the rights of man,
for personality as
did -Voltaire? Cam any ten or a
hundred Christians be named in- fair
and equal comparison with Voltaire?
In a few decades in the eighteenth
century a small group of French
skeptics and anti-Christians, did in-
finitely more in affirming and ad-
vancing the cause of persemality, of
justice and humanity, than Christian-
ity did during a thousand years. It
is exactly the weakest position which
Fosdick has takem im his defense
of Christianity. Its historical rec-
ord so far as man’s rights and per-
sonality are concerned is overwhelm-
ingly on the wrong side.

But again let me say that Fos-
dick is not really discussing per-
sonality, as we realistically, humanly
understand the term. There is no
argument about the value of per-
sonality, nor about the faet that
the human mind and personality is
the superior manifestation of life
on this planet. What Fosdick em-
phasizes, and what he illogically con-
fuses with the idea of personality,
is' the myth of immortality. . He
assumes that personality, as a qual-
ity, is poorer in value if it is
shortered in duration to this span
of earthly life. Here, again, he is
confusing the fact of personality
with the existence of particular per-
sons. As persons, we die; but per-
sonality is still as real and strong
in the world we depart from. It
is another way of saying that life,
not the individual, is scientifically
the more enduring fact.

It does not matter whether im-
mortality is a beautiful or a com-
forting theory. Even if the asser-
tion of immortality as a belief is
taken to be a fine gesture of ideal-
ism, that does not make it true. If
the “genmius” of Christianity is a
reverence for whatyis untrue—and
that indeed seems, ﬂecldedly to be
the case—then 1mmorta11ty is as
good a thing as .any other for
Christian apologists to dwell upon.
They didn’t originate the idea, but
they are welcome to. it. They are
welcome also to the idea of the
personality of God, .which Fosdick,
though a “modernist,” expresses a
belief in as something vague and un-
definable . but - (what wuse reason?)
true. And this “Modernist” deliv-
ers himself of a cheice bit of hokum.
Christianity, he says, “rejoices that
we cannot comprehend God, for if
we eUuld he would not be worth
comprehendmg ?  That is to say,
what. we can know is 'not worth
kngwing, therefore ignorance is
bliss oo

I11.

'ﬂae “Modernists” are as amusing
as”''the Fundamentalists in their
tricks of argument amd rhetoric.
Sophistry has been most amazingly
stippery and erratic and weirdly
defiant of reason im defense of re-
Hgion. And the Fosdicks can per-
form with a skill, in this branch of
bunkistie ]egerdemam, equal to the
$tratons. Fosdick himself walks
dway with the honors by his embry-
ological analogy in support of im-
mortality. “Imagine twin babes,” he
ays, ‘‘unborn imn their mother’s
womb, gifted with the power of
thought, the one a skeptic and the
other a believer. They are living
without light and without breath-
ing, beth of which would be to them
unthinkable. The crises of birth,
tearing them loose from the matrix
on which their existence seems fun-
damentally to depend, would appear
to them like death. As for picturing
the world without, that would be
impossible.” Imagine that, he says
—you have to use a good deal of
imagination to follow Fosdick’s
“argument.” Or rather you have to
put yourself in the state of mind
of one who credulously reads a fairy
tale. Fairies are supposed to talk,
and so are unbern _babes in the
Fosdiek-spun analogy.” We are asked
to hear, spiritually of course, -this
liftle conversation:

The skeptie babe could say to the
believer, “You are eonly a wishful
thinker; you desire to go on living
and so yom think you will. How can
you be decently scientific and think
that? You see how absolutely our
existence depends om -present circum-
stances. You are credulous to sup-

pose that the dxsruptlon of them w111
still leave us alive.”

* Te which the bel’leving babe could,
reply. “My faith is met mere wishful
thinking. Month afser ‘méntk nature
has been at werk here develeping seme-
thing .s0 marvelons that I am cenmfi-
dent of an aftermath. Nature is not]
utterly irrational: . She means some-
thing by all these préparations, ,and
ao-ethlng will ceme of them.”

To which the skeptic might -retort,|
“How, ther do yeou picture the new

life? If you are so gsure about .the
future, describe it! What is it like ?”

This would obviously put the believ-
ing babe irn a diffcult situation. “I
de met Lmew hew te picture it,” he
wounld have te say. “It is te me um-
imaginable, but it may still' be true.
I am agnestic abeut all details. Only
of this I feel cemfident, that nature is
net se semseless as te undertake such
a premising process with . me end in
view,
will b‘rn out really te be blrth,

That, ebviously, is net a eomplete

statement. What if the babe
“born” dead?
 Undoubtedly, mo wmore ridiculous

bit of fancy has ever beem presented
—oh, s0 seriously—as -amn “argu-
ment” for immortality.  If ome is
keeping a scrapbeok of bunkettes,
that imaginary. conversation between
embryos should at once be promi-
nently pasted on a page by itself.
It shows how desperate, how ludi-
crously desperate, is the position
Fosdick holds.

And is it really an honest “argu-
ment”? It is, I should say, quite
trickily and irrespomsibly Christian.
The preacher takes a well-known
fact' of mature—the fact of birth—
and uses it to lend credit te a pure
myth, to the myth of 1mmortahty.
And the fact of birth is mot taken
realistically, but we are asked to
suppose a theolegical discussion be-|:
tween unborn babes! Evidently Fos-
dick has not got the miracles en-
tirely out of his head. He may have
ceased to believe in them, but he
still thinks in a miraculous strain.

There is more that is wrong with
this analegy. The embryo is grow-
ing toward life. The living man is
decaying toward death. The case
would be at least more plausible,
very different indeed, if a man
steadily increased in vitality, in zest
for life, in all his parts and powers
and at last died in the best condi-
tion of all his years. On the con-
trary, the individual life develops
to a certain point and then goes
downhill. This is not as quickly nor
as obviously trwe of mental as of
physical powers. Yet it is even true
mentally as well. The mind is not
as vigorous, as facile, as alive in|.
old age as in youth or in the prime
of life. Memery beécemes poorer;
endurance, mentally and physically,
is less; imterest in life is not what
it was im the younger years. It is

true of the genius as of the ordinary|:

man. The genius in his old age may
have a better mind and greater
knowledge than a mediogre person
in his prime; but he; the genius, has
not the 'intellectual . witality ih. old:
age than he had in his prime—al-
though he may - have - greater wis-
dom. And some minds; some bodies,
last longer than others. One man
is worn out at sixty; another is’
still going, with his strength and
his wits about him, at eighty or
ninety. Decay and death are in-

evitable, it may be sooner or it may]

be later, for all living things.

But it is enough to say that all
the facts are against Fosdick and
that he can do no better than te
“argue” in his own peculiar style
that because a man is born, he will
therefore live forever; take a fact
and prove a myth—that is the style,
which has, just for amoment, a ludi-
crous novelty. It is certain that
Fosdick will have as much difficulty
in convincing us living skeptics by
such methods as his unborn believer
in convincing the wunbern skeptic. |
His assumptions are too great and
too untenable. He relies, for in-
stance, upon the old discredited as-
sumption::ithat nature “has

gence and purpose. Yet it is evident

that nature is indifferent. Individual |E
forms of life are destroyed quite|E
recklessly, time and chance happens|E
to them without regard to plan or!|E

favoritism or mice discrimination,
and such purpose and plamming as
we see are the work of man himself.

Immortality remains, what it al-
ways was, an incredible dream. It
is incapable of proof, the idea can-
not even be put into intelligible
shape, and this is only shown the
more clearly by Fosdick’s poor, queer
attempt to prove it. He practically
admits that the position .of the
skeptic is sound amd impregnable.
The difference between him and the
skeptic is that he, Fosdick, has the
will to believe. He thinks that there
must be—that there ought to be—
immortality or the show wouldn’t be
worth while. For our part, we are
not less interested in the show be-
cause -it has a last aect.
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BER TRAND RUSSELL

NGLAND'S greatest ratiomalist, phxlo&opher educator extraordinary, one of our most famous contem-

poraries in the world, is the author of an original, exclusive, copyrighted article entitled: HAS RE-
LIGION MADE USEFUL CONTRIBUTIONS TO CIVILIZATION? which will appear in the June
issue of the DEBUNKER. This is an annoumcement of tremendous importance to all those interested
in the liberal, progressive viewpoint of life, Mr. Russell w.ites a brilliant, scintillating style. His
logie is inexorable. His is a refreshing -purity and beauty of language. You must read this:forthcom-
ing cemtribution of his in the DEBUNKER. It is a scathing, scorching indictment of religion, a de-
cunciation of creeds so fierce and yet so utterly reasonable that you will enjoy every bit of it. One by
one the inflated claims of contributions made by religion. to- civilization topple and collapse. "Only the
unspeakable misery and stupidity of religion remain with here and there a puny little achievement strug-
gling to hold its owm—among the rnins. BE. Haldeman-Julius, editor of the. DEBUNKER, has spared
no effort to get this article of Bertrand Russell’s for the enthusiastic readers of his magazine. And
this policy of obtaining unusual, outstanding contributions will be pursued in the future. There will be
‘several surprises. Join the thousands of DEBUNKER readers now! Enjoy free, truthful, ’iconoo,lastic
writing each month. The DEBUNKER costs only $1.50 a year. Bertrand Russell’s artlcle alone is
worth that much. Be sure you don’t miss it. Use the blank below and subscribe now!

The Sex Rumpus at the MISSOIII‘I
University

Everybody has heard about it. * Newspapers have editorialized on it. Preachers have ser-
monized it. Many have condemned the whole affair unheard. Well, here, while the matter is still
timely, are the facts in the May DEBUNKER (just off the press). L. M. Birkhead in his article en-
titled: THE CHALLENGE OF MISSOURI UNIVERSITY’S SEX QUESTIONNAIRE AND ITS SIGNIFI-
CANCE not only reproduces the questionnaire in its entirety, but also gives a complete survey of the
ridiculous antics of the meddling babbitts whe reflected upon this honest and thoughtful inquiry the
flth of their own evil imaginations. Don’t fail to read this inside story about the outstanding in-
stance of bigeted puritanism of the year! Subscribe at once! A complete book free if you use
the blank at the bottom of the page!

CLARENGCE DARROW
Champion of the Underdog

CLARENCE DARROW, rugged, hale and hearty at dver.
seventy, as seen by one who has been in intimate con-

head is Direetor of Publicity for the Redpath Lyceum Bu-
rean. It was he who arranged nine debates for Darrow dur-
ing 1928. The picture he paints .of the man who “gets away
The human
side of the grand old man of the ceurts, scarred by innumer-
able battles on the side of the oppressed, is shown in all its.
simple and kindly lovableness. Not*since Colonel Rebert In-
gersoll has there been so p1cturesque a figure on the rostrum.
There is more than a superficial likehess between the two men,

Like Ingersoll, Darrow razzes his audlences and they like it!
One can understand why even his engmies admire and respect
him, while his friends would go the hell, which he denies, for
him. Read this absorbmg article muthe May DEBUNKER
about the man of whom Heywood Broiin said that “he makes
life worth living, by proving that it isn’t.” .

CLARENCE DARROW

Two Most Fascinating Series of Articles
Starting in the May Debunker
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The Art of Gate- Is Birth Control -
Crashing Sin?

CRASHING the gate! Perhaps  you ARTIFICIAL limitation of offspring is

have done it yourself and thus know of vital interest to everybody. So
the thrill of outwitting the minions who much bunk is being dispensed. on this im-
collect the precious pasteboards.. Or per- portant subject that it is refreshing to
haps you have only admired the exploits hear that an authority on birth econtrol,
of those dare-devils whose feats have DR. HARRY HIBSCHMAN, will cover the
brought them into the public prints. At entire field from every angle in a se-
any rate here is the “dope” on the gentle guence of discussions in the DEBUNKER.
art of getting something 7fcr nothing, A historical survey of the great question
told by one of the premier exponents ot will lead off in the May issue, to be fol-
the “profession, SAMUEL MARX. Be lowed by lucid presentations of all the
sure to read these fascinatihg install- arguments marshaled both pro and con.
ments, replete with hair-raising thrills The ‘social, militaristic, hygienic and
_and infectious laughs: moral aspects will be subsequently
treated and a convincing case be made out
for birth control. Dr. Hibschman is a
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Some Famous Gate-Crashers

lawyer and lecturer and for months last
sammer debated the subject of birth
contrel on a large Chautauqua -circuit,
He is well known to Haldeman-Julius
Blue

Crashing the Gate at Broeadway Theaters

Crashing the Gate on Ocean Liners
‘ : readers for his numerous Little

Crashing the Gate at Bémquets , . Books on law.
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