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Is Theism a Logical Philosophy?

[The following debate was Reld at The
© Linwood Forum of Kansas City, Mo.—in
~ Dr. Jenkins’ Linwood Boulevard Christian
Church—on Sunday evening, April 13,
1930. Rev. Burris A. Jenkins argued the
affirmative and E. Haldeman-Julius argusd
the negative in this debate, which was
stated in the following form: “Resolved,
That Theism Is @ Logical Philosophy.”
We publish herewith a wverbatim report
- of the debate.] .

AFFIRMATIVE ARGUMENT BY DR. JENKINS

‘Ladies and Gentlemen: Permit me first of
all to express, or try to express, my personal
gratitude to Mr. E. Haldeman-Julius for com-
ing up here tonight to debate with me, and
incidentally to help The Linwood Forum out
of the hole; and no doubt T may be permitted
in your behalf to express your gratitude to
him for this work of kindliness and charity.

I have debated with a good many brilliant
men, here and elsewhere, such as our good old
friend Clarence Darrow, a number of times,
Judge Ben Lindsey, a number, and Harry
Elmer Barnes; but I have never debated with
a keener mind, crossed swords with a more
brilliant rapier, than I shall be called upon to
do tonight. And I must confess a great deal
of timidity in going up against the power of
this man’s mind. There is no discount, too,
on his courage. He maintains his view. whether
it is popular or unpopular, whether the skies
stand or whether they fall.

1 should like the question to read—and T
think he gives his consent-—Resolved, that be-
lief in God is a logical philosophy. Theism
is a ‘term that not everybody grasps, but be-
lief in God everybody does. Of course the
subject is a metaphysical one, a philosophical
theme. Somebody has said that a metaphysi-
cian_ is a blind man groping around in a dark
room after a black cat that is not there. A
pretty fair definition of those who try to ex-
plore the ultimate sources of human knowledge
and the ultimate basis of human thinking. And
that is exactly what we are undertaking to
do here tonight.

A Universal Tendency of Men to Believe

= in a God

One who sets out to prove that there is a
God is rather wasting breath. There is no
demonstration, either for or against. People
are incorrigible believers, for the most part,
and have been throughout the course of his-
iory, in the existence of a controlling mind,
spirit, something which they personify as God;
and - perhaps the very first argument  which
may +be : adduced for the probability of “his
being lies in this all but universa] tendency
of the human mind so to think. Particularly
the gredtest of human ‘'minds from ‘the  dawn
of history have been theists, from Plato and
Arjstotle, easily to be recognized as perhaps
the greatest minds of antiquity, and beyond
whom’ we have not grown very much, with all
of ‘our so-called evolution and development, on
down through the Middle Ages and the Re-
najissance, to such men as Leonardo da Vinci,
the universally minded, and Goethe, and Heine,
and. Shakespeare, clear on to our present day.
It is'a rare thing to find in the course of his-
tory one who has declared for a very definite
athéism. | Perhaps you may meet a man who
calls, himself an atheist. But when you come
to know him, his actions speak louder than his
wards. * Clarence. Darrow claims to be an- athe-
ist. ~You all have met him—at least you have
seen him—and you know the difference between
his. philosophy. and the practicality of his life.
He holds that this great universe of ours is
nothing. but a machine; that it is just a hap-
pen-sg, nobody ever started it, no mind ever
designed it; that it is a pretty dangerous and
a pretty .cruel machine, that it grinds these
little human beings, each one of us, into. pow-
der,.and that. when the curtain comes down on
the end of our careers there is nmight;. that
we go. out into everlasting darkness and. ever-
lasting sleep; ‘and he does not think that life
is worth living at all. I hold that pessimism
is ‘the 'logic of atheism, the feeling that. life
is 'not: worth while. I do not see how one can
very well escape from that natura] result of

the premise that there is mo controlling over-’

soul, -or.mind. One time when I said to Mr.
Darrow, “If you think it is true we are only
happy when we are asleep and don’t know any-
thing,” why.don’t: you go to sleep? It is an
easy. thing, just one little pull at a trigger,”
the dear.old gentleman said, “I want to see
thé* ¢urtain. go down on the last act.” The

logic of his unconscious belief is more  pow-

erful than that of his avowed belief.
. The interest that my opponent takes in life, the
avidity. with which he attacks his work—he. just

now told me in"my office that he was having' a-

world of fun out of his business, his life; of eourse
he*is; you can sée it shining in his face; and his
actiofis - speak- louder than his words—show that
he ‘believes in ‘life. Tt seems to me that this thing
which, we: ‘call personality, contradictory as it is
oftentimes, living differently from what it thinks
and believes, this strange, queer thing we call I,
Me; individuality, is the "hardest thing for the
athefst to ‘get over, to actount for. I do not see
how -he can Feach any. philosopliy which will be
final withont explaining, to a degree at least, the

aigiﬁt{r_;cg -of the Me, the I
The ‘Argument by Descartes from Personality

-It is the father of modern philosophy who starts
with this 'prop'g_s_itign as the beginning of his whole
systen:, ‘L refer, of course, to Descartes. There

¢ tlrose “who, -of - course, would try to persuade

LR T e L

s that we can't Be sure ¢f oBr ewn existeBess
that we can’t be sure of anybody else in the
world; that all this scheme. of things, the stars,
the moon, the rain, these whirling. worlds, all this
may be illusion, delusion; that we can’t be sure
of the existence of any of them; that we may
simply deceive ourselves all the time,

But Descartes starts eut with this preposition: .

“I think. Therefore I am.” And with that as
a basis he builds up his entire system of philoso-
phy. I think that he stands upon firm ground
and ' that - he ‘starts. from a2 good starting-point.
When I realize that I am an entity, an individual,
a personality, I think, there is' no illusion about
it, because I am sure. I think. Therefore I must
exist. From that I pass on by graduated steps
to the assurance that my neighbor exists. I meet
and compare notes with my friend; I know that
he exists; he gives me his ideas and I give him
mine, for what they are worth. We interchange
thoughts; and nething can convince me that E.
Haldeman-Julius does mot live. He is very much
alive.

From that we go on by steps building up a
system that is logical and practicable and appli-
cable to human life, which lands us at theism.
As a matter of fact, it is a far easier thing to
account for this universe on a theistic basis than
it is on an atheistic one. I do not envy the man
who tries to make some sort of logical and philo-
sophical scheme which will account for all this
without a great mind, a great soul, a great crea-
tive artist back of it all. It seems to me there
is no escape from the assumption that, unless
there is such an individuality behind our person-
ality and behind all this great system of whirling
worlds, the whole thing is just chance, just chaos,
just a happen-so: that is utterly ineéscapable.
There is no philosophy that fits it except the
philosophy of a creative mind and a purpose run-
ning through. Of our great scientists of today,
most of them are driven by their researches be-
vond the limits of human knowledge to the belief

that the origin of it all must be in another Great |

Scientist who built it, established its laws, set
it going upon-its way. ‘

You may call the names of the leading scien-
tists of today and most of them atre theists, be-
lievers in God. On the other side of the water
there are Sir Oliver Lodge and J. B, S. Haldane;
on this side of the water, Michael Pupin, Robert
Millikan, men of that stamp, experts in their field
of scientific investigation. I know that M. Harry
Elmer Barnes,” ifi his" The Twilight of Christianity,
insists that these men all have compartmental
minds, that they are all right enough in their own

compartments of astromony, or physics, but that

they have no right at all to speculate as to ulti-
mate things df philosophy, metaphysics, Mr.
Barnes insists that he has that’right because his
science is anthropelogy . and sociology, and that
he can- speculate.as: to:all this, but all these other
gentlemen are ngt’ sufficiently informed. And so
he says there is’ twilight, -

Well, there + gampartments and ¢ompart-
ments; and these’geptlemen, having derhonstrated
their ability in scien c- Tedlms; are surely justi-

(]

“fied in using-thé ;:‘éaiug ‘brain power “in speculating

in metaphysicdl -
bear in mind th

b g’tms as*well; and when we
t-fhe greatest 'of the human in-
tellects from the bg ning clear down to the pres-
ent time, so fdr g§“their ‘thoughts are recorded,
are driven to the gpnclusion that there must be a
creative power badk of it -all and an increasing
purpose running’ through it .all, when we realize
this fact, then ‘we begin to appreciate that, unless
the whole of the ‘human race, with its past ex-
berience, is utterly: illogical; then belief in God
must be a logical position.

The Pragmatic Working of the Theistic Belief
It is not very 'long since there was current in
America a syster: of philosophy called pragma-
tism. It was’in very~ great vogue about thirty
years ago, and .if left a great impress upon our
thinking. .One of - the _great . progenitors of that
vogue was William James, the psychologist. Surely
he has a right t6 think in .this realm of meta-
physies, because ' he::is a. scientist  of a psycho-
logical turn, :as Mr, Barnes is. Then it was
carried on by ‘Proféssdr’ Géorge Burman Foster
of the University' of ‘Chicago, very able in phi-
losophy. - Pragmatism iwas ' this: that is true
which functions serviceably ‘for. humanity; that
proposition is ' likély - to': be .‘correct which works
well in human life. - . .. L
Now, I recognizé -the:limitations of that philoso-
phy. I know that ‘it has -been - tried through a
generation and . has . not- been established -as in-

| fallible and absolutely -true in .all particulars.

Neverthele_ss, there is a modicum of truth in it,
that that thing is likely to _be true which .works
well in human life.® If it functions serviceably
for "humanity, then the inference is that more
than likely it~*is* in harmony with the logic of
affairs and of events. " . L v :
Now, the theistic . philosophy is the only thing
that  has worked in human, society at all. There
never has been -any - other .philosophy tried out
among men, either.in a. small way or-in a large
way, in _social construction,, except the theistic
belief. Well, - you.:say, thers is an experiment
going. ‘on right ‘nowover.‘in, Russia, in establish-
ing an atheistic . society. .. Once again, the actions
of the Russians speak louder than their words,
over and over.. “Wa:all. know of’ a Lenin cult.
They are not very.far from worshiping as their
Messiah the - foundér of : their republic, the. Soviet
Union, Lenin. . And ‘he: is well worth believing in,
for.he was a very.great and fearless man. But
Russia, better: than .almost- anybody else, is show-
ing ‘up the impossibility: of -the human mind rest-

ing in atheism. In: Russia today. there is an en-’

thusiasm for: the:social: program, for.the commun-

istic regime,- that: is nothing. less than a worship,.

a. devotion to.thecause,. that. is’ profoundly .the-
istic in its’ very.spinit; a sacrificial devotion .that
amounts to worship; . -
Now, we see -men eting as:if they were theists,
even .while' with their’ lives ‘they express agnosti-
oism and occasionally ‘atheism;. nbt often atheism,

but usually 'agnosticism. My young son; fifteen: |-
‘years old, came ‘home from. high school one-day—

he was then a.sophomore—and said, '“I. have :got

through with alf »thi.qf fol@fstl:uﬁ',,l ;am an atheist.!”.

=

. with

“so bravely and so well..

and:orpamental “ay

I didn't say anything then. Days passed on and
weeks;  when a favorable opportunity came and
we were -having a geod chin-chin, I talked things
all out with him. Ho. said, “Maybe I am not an
atheist "after all. Maybe I am an agnostic.” I
said, “That indicates that you are growing, that
you don't think you know it all. I thought you
thought you knew it all; but if you have reached
a position where you are doubtful about things,
or you hdave reached a position where you call
yourself an aghostic—an.honorable term—you are
growing.” . He has got over being a sophomore,
and still he is. an agnostic.

1 see in people who -claim agnosticism a great
many who would like to see if there is any pur-
pose .behind the world, .if life is going anywhere;
and yet they all act all the time as though there
were a  purpose, as though law does reign and
not chaos, as though something can be done to
affect the machine for the good of the human
being; so they set tu work very vigorously and
determinedly to make the machine work for their
benefit.

~ Faith in a God Through Nature

1 often travel out in the country in an automo-
bile -and. I ‘have seen some of the days of this
springtime when the worid is white with April,
if not with May, and | have seen the works of
the farming people. . They act as. if they believe
in the procession of the equinoxes, in the return
of spring, of summer, of harvest and fruitage.
They go on that basis. They consider that there
is logic in the events of the world in which they
are a part. They may not be able to explain it;
don’t stop te think, perhaps, that there is a law-
giver behind the law; but they act just as if they
thought the law was working just the same. How
do 1 know? Because I see it. They make care-
ful preparation. There I see the hillside dotted
white. leghorns like great flower petals; I
see the fuzzy balls as big as my hand, chasing
around on toothpick: after their fussy old moth-
ers, the hens; and | think maybe I can get an in-
vitation later down to Girard or in-that neighbor-
hood. And then I see little calves, fresh born—
1 saw one lying one day under a hedgerow; it
must have been born that morning, its sides still
wet and the old mother standing licking them;
I see littlé mule colts, even out in Kansas I see
queer and wobbly mule colts, with bodies about
as big as a hobby-horse, and ears and legs as
long as they will ever get to be. Now, how do
thosé things all comeé about? Just a happen-so?
I see the corn come up, as big as.my hand, and
the wheat. in head and the oats fbg'ay;gﬁo cut,
along early in June, Those farmers, becauge they
have believed that the harvest was coming, that
they could get something out of their fields, have
prepared this land for the -resurgence—of fresh;
new life in the spring, .~They are ‘putting their
trust in the creative power that is back of it all.
. Then I see men and womgen bearing life when
it is scarcely to be borne. In the midst of weari-.
ness, pain, . suffering, disillisionment, and lives
wrecked and broken, ‘I see -theth pulling their
belts tighter and saying, “It is &difg to be better
tomorrow. I will be bettét -tomorvow. . Things
are going to: be betterr with ‘me after a little
while.” And. they thrust out. their Jaws and
clench their teeth and go ahgad. 1 take off my
hat to the courage of humanity that can endure
i They act as if they be-
lieve that there is an order in it all; that it is
not a machine grinding us to powder, wrecking
..and destroying our poor, little lives; that nature
is something else thaw red in tooth and claw;
they anticipate somecthing better to come tomorrow,
and tomorrow. i

Last night I saw Otis Skinner playing the part
of a one-hundred-year-old man, and the most
beautiful  part in the piay is when he sits and
looks out musingly and says, “I have lived here
so long because I liked it. Ahead of me was a
little light burning.” T looked forward to this
day when my children and my grandchildren and
my. great-grandchildren would  be coming to cele-
brate my. .one-hundredth birthday.” And then he
says, “As this light has come, I look forward to
another - light, dimmer" and: farther off, that will
keep' me.” He iadds, “I Wwant to.see my great
great - grandchildfen!”  Here it is, -human life
looking : forward;. @lways sof ething. tomorrow, and
tomorrow, and :;tﬁmqrfow,;g:ﬂ»»it",- is ' going to- be
better and .better.; We;believe in life, even when
we think we do’-not: e believe. in its logicality,
in tlfl'e reign of ! ldws; we believe in its purpose,
that it is going somewhere and getting somewhere.

‘We would not be able to lie .down ang sleep at
night if we did net believe that there were an
overarching -power, something -} cannet define, 1
don’t knew. what you call it. Call it the Over-
soul, with-Emerson, if you like;- call it Father,
as 'Je_sus called- it; and as most other nations and
religions. haye - called it calt it "what you please,
we could not: sleep if. we djd :nof have an uncon-
scious. dependence upon that “power. Suppese you
did not believe that ‘fhe sup would rise tomorrow
mornmng;: or - suppose ‘that- you had grave doubts
of it,.or agreed.that the ‘probabilities were against
its “coming -up- tomorrdw, 4r - that there would be
any: tomor;ow..,' :You fcq;‘;z]df"notf sleep ‘any more
than ‘2. man-thay wag -going to face the electric
chair .at seven o'dlock tn the morning: you would
bace ‘up: and - down .yair bedroom all night long,
unable  to ;rest. +If, you didn’t believe that some.
how. some. power wpul ~bring the sun back again
over. . the -eastern: ‘ho¥2on—I . know that i3 mot
scientific; .o, that thé werld ‘would ' turn during
the night toward the Sum over on the east—you
could nox sleep.: = 1% [ iyt

 The' Comfort of Belief in-a God

‘Then ali - this Tife  of beauty and cleanliness

-which is embedded in-ys; Now, in this springtime

we are-all.getting ‘ou§ cur paint brushes and
whitewash brushes'and. whitening up ‘the ferices—
not.in ‘the-city, but in the country. -.If we have

a back yard, we areclaning it up: if ‘we don’t,

the. Boy. Scouts ‘will comte tumbling over the back
fence and remind ws of it. It is the duty of a
citizen. to clean up; ‘make 'his place fuss as beautiful

one time, “When 1 get way down I have emly
two things to do, get drunk or put on dress
clothes.” I knew that the first was all talk. . He
had never been drunk—he may have been just a
little “lit-up” but he had never been. drunk, I
know. He was talking with respect to the old
Greek gods; it was either Bacchus on the one
hand or Apollo on the other with him. In 1?17.
working with the British army, to my .astonish-
ment I found out that there was a regulation that
every Tommie had to shave every morning. no
matter whether he had water to shave in or only
mud; whether in the barracks or in the trenches,
he had to scrape his face, and they came out
rosy and fresh. even in the trench preiod. Better
orderliness, cleanliness. Water has an effect upon
our lives. Pragmatic philosophy. undoubted‘!,\';
works serviceably for humanity Peuple tb}_nk
there is something back of ‘it all, a great artist,
creating beauty and art. :

If we didn’t believe that there was a great
power directing elerral destiny, how should we

even be able to stand by the side of those we
love better than ourselves and see them slipping
through our fingers, out into the unknown? Or
how should we ever be able to recover after st_lch
a loss? Have you been through it? Somecthing
more precious than your own life ebbing away,
and vou ciutch at it and try to hold it back, and
you can’t. And then you sce the green door of
the earth swinging over it and you say f‘(:ood-
bye.” How can you go on living, how is it pos-
sible to go on living? Why don’t we destroy our-
selves when losses like that come unless deep down
in our life somewhere we have the consciousness
that “it is not all of life to live nor all of death
to die”; that back of it is beneficence, kindliness;
that there is more of good than evil; that the
problem of goed is just as great as the problem
of evil for us te solve. In our philesophy, con-
sciously or unconsciously, that is what we believe,
and we act 2s if we believed it, no matter what
our words. : )

And so the purpose of all human thinking and
all human knowledge is, I think, to bring the
human mind at rest somewhere. I don’t think thg
human. mind can rest in an unexplained ur}ivc:rse.
The “purpose of all life is to find equilibrium,
rest. The psychologists now, in their most mod-
ern researches, are teaching us that this is the
end and aim of existence: consciously or uncon-

sciously to find rest, peace, confidence. _DoWn in
the lower strata of our nature sometimes we
manifest very, very queer urges, such as the

desire to go clear back to our mother’s breast
to rest again. And the psychologist tells that
we go farther than that, that we yearn for the
rest of the mother’s womb, the prenatal rest,
for the warmth and the repose and the uncon-
.sciousness that preceded birth. )
Those are results of recent scientific investiga-
“tign. -And if ‘that is true, them all of human
kind, with “all of ‘its “thinking, is seeking to find
rest, equilibrium. calnf:, And I defy anybody to
find rest in an unexplained and inexplicable uni-
verse. Now, maybe Mr. Haldeman-Julius can do
it. Let us see. e ‘ .

NEGATIVE ARGUMENT BY
E. HALDEMAN-JULIUS'

I agree that an explanation of the universe
is necessary for the satisfaction.of ‘the mind.
But different minds demand different explana-
tions, ~The realistic-minded individual secks
for- proofs, for scientific tests, for reasonable
conclusions, for merciless examination of all
assumptions. He is willing to suspend judg-
ment in those domains where he still lacks
complete knowledge.

On the other hand, we
“spiritual”’-minded individua!l
cause he has been taught
notions about God. because he has grown ac-
customed to relying on his emoctions for opin-
ions instead of the full use of his rational
faculties. Such tender-minded, non-realistic
individuals usually seek out those domains of
knowledge that are still unexplored and place
their God-in that environment ¢f mystery and
darkness. : , : '

Only a few centuries ago man knew little
of ‘the world in which he lived, so it was his
habit to have his God right around the corner.
As knowledge grew, God was sent farther and
farther into space. Now it seems, with God
driven from pillar to post until a new hiding
place 'is desperately required, a few believers
have resorted-to invisible electrons. They have
tucked their God away—temporarily—in that
still uncharted world. But it is safe to pre-
dict that in another generation or twe man

find the .so-called
who believes be-
to accept certain

will ‘understand the electrons, and perhaps the

ether beyond the electrons, and these will also
show the operation of .natural, mechanical
processes that do not admit any. agency out-
side. and ‘above matter. It is typical of the
theological mind to claim as its sphere the
outermost, receding points of darkness: and
ignorance. As kmowledge grows, such centers
of theism' disappear.

Does> Chance, Mec‘lmvuism or Naturalism Offer

an Explanation? .
There iz strong authority for the idea that

man, like the lower animals, 'is a mechanism
—a machine—and " that the whole universe 1is

not been .discredited. . Dr. Jenkins: brings- in
Descartes’ argument for God. Does he not
know. that Descartes’ reasoning included the
idea. that all animals were machines, except
man? . Descartes was. really the first of the
modersn ‘mechanists, though in .2 jumbled, inco-
herent' way. He separated mar from .the. ani-
mals' because he did not have the benefit of
Darwin’s - myth-destroying - discoveries in biol-

~ogy.” Darwin laid the foundation for the truth.

“of “evolution, for: the ‘compargtively simple con-
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‘must first be evidence that the brain

_different problem.

mechanical. - The philosophy of materialism has

man says that thefs

YES, Argues Rev. Burris A. Jenkins
" NO, Argues E. Haldeman-Julius

clusion that man is nothing more than a dis-
tant cousin of the apes. .

Descartes 2lso suggested that the mind is
“spiritual” and the body material, and that
God had decrced neither should be influenced
by the other—that they were separate entities.
In this ‘he lacked the knowledge given us later
by peyvchologists, who have shown that mind is
merely the function of the brain and that to-
brain is a material substance. One might s
well argue that digestion is a Separate reality,
when ‘the fact is that physiology corrects, us ao
simplv and shows that digestion is merely the
stomack in action, a purely materialistic, phys-
ical function

To hold that this non-material substance
(a¢ Descartes described the brain) comes from
God, and that this substance’s picture of a
God must be based on a reality, is to utter
the sheerest fancy of formless words. There
is not

a material thing.

Yes, chance, mechanism, naturalism, materi-
alism do offer interesting grounds for the be-
Jief that there is nothing in matter that is
above matter, that what we call power or force
is the result of matter in motion—that and
nothing more—and the further belief that the
materials of our limitless, immeasurable uni-
verse perhaps always existed.

It seems more reasonable to picture something
like ether always having been instead of imagin-
ing its creation out of nothing by something out-
side nature and matter. That this is still a mys-
tery 1 do not deny. But I do insist that it is
not solved by the theistic assumption that matter
was created at the word or the will of a God or
Gods. Such a belief implies a First Cause, which
is a Jogical absurdity. For this notion has it
that everything is the effect of some cause, that
a cause is the effect of some other cause and
that nature works back from effect to cause and
from cause to effect until it rests upon a Prime
Mover, a First Cause—which, according to this
peculiar logic, assumes that there can be a cause
that was not caused, and that that First Cause
was God. This brings up the logical question:
Who made God? If everything must have a
cause, then the First Cause must be caused. 'To
say that this First Cause always existed is to
deny the basic assumption of the theory and to

- provoke the rejoinder that if it is reasonable to

assume a First Cause as having always existéd,
why is it unreasonable to assume that the mate-
rials of the universe always existed?

In passing, T want to' add  the thought that
there is mno basis in science fof the notion that
causes and effects can .be traced backward to'a
simple First Cause. ‘Each thing that seems to
be an effect cannot be said to.have a single cause,
but the causes and the effects- are so interrelated
as to be beyond anyone’s power to separate
them. For example, let me-stand in the center
of a room and hear a.telephene bell. 1 walk over,
pick up the receiver, :and say “Hello.” What was
the cause of that act? Was it the fact that I had
ear drums, that 1 had Jegs to carry me to that
telephone, that I had fingers to pick up the re-
ceiver, that 1 had an apparatus for speaking that
enabled me to say “Hello,” that someone put the
telephone there, that someone jinvented it, that
someone rang the bell, that someone told someone
te ring the bell? You see the complications. 1If
we can’t get.at the immediate cause of my an-
swering the telephone, how can we search back to
a First Cause? = The whole thing is an illogical
fancy and has been rejected by thinkers for five
hundred years. Even some theologians frequently
annihilate this argument before presenting their
own equally vulnerable ‘arguments. The idea of
the First Cause came originally from Aristotle
and then through the .Catholic Church, which
found it necessary to buttress its faith with some-
thing akin to logic; this argument had the appear-
ance of logic—but ‘on examination that poor sem:
blance faded. 'My point is: * We can conceive af
an endless, eternal cycle of causes, but we cannot
conceive of a First Cause. ‘ .
“Just how the stuff of the universe came into
existence, if it ever “came,” I do not know. But
that lack of knowledge should mot be considered
a good reason for imaginative flights, for base-
less assumptions. We all recognize the factor of
chance in many things. We are familiar with
games of chance. Bertrand Russel] tells in one
of his lectures that double sizes in-dice will come
once in about thirty-six throws. That is a law of
chance. When a thing -acts mechanically, whep it
always does the same thing in nature, we have a
i 12 the forces of nature, acting
‘through their material properties, always.behave in:
a certain way, we are seeing & machine at work
If it were to be eccentric, or changeable, or whir.

sical—then we could say, perhaps, that some ming

kad shown itself at work in nature,

Are the Difficulties of Atheism lnsuperab.le.?v’

An atheist is one who rejects the-assumptiuns\"
of theism. The atheist says he has good reaszons
for rejecting theism. It ‘is.an explanation, so
called, that does not satisfy his mind. He finds
that the difficulties of theism are insuperable. H‘e,g

"analyzes the First Cause argument, the ar’gumegt;;

for God from Design, from Purpose, from Law’
implying & Lawgiver, the argument from Justice,
and Moral Reasons. He finds them, each and ally
a tissue of astumptions  and inconsistencies.” Ha'
rejects them on the score of logic and reason,

It is for theism to bring -out its proofs for
God, not for the atheist to prove that there is
God. If' the theist. has no valid arguments,’
atheist rests his ¢ To lil]gstgaﬁe ‘this: -

7th. is & holjow
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that at its Biaes s -a strange world, which he
may fantastically degcribe. I say that there are
conolusive evidenees in science that the center of
the earth is esolid. He then says: “Prove to me
that the earth® center is not hollow and in-
habited.” And there you are. Proof—disproof—
is a question of reason and evidence.

Dr. Jenkins
I understand his argument.

is an evolutionary creationist, as
He believes with

Descartes that God gave the universe a push and.

set it in motion, leaving it to finish itself and go
eternally on its way. That, I claim, is a bold
assumption.
tion. But you say: “Who made the world?” I
answer: Prove your statement that the world
was “made.” Doubtless you will say: “Ah, it
stands to reason—it had to be made.” But that
is an assumption. Science does mot know the
meaning of the word “made.” We know of
things being fabricated, but ‘not “made.” And
to trace the universe back, with a thin wavering
line of rhetoric, to a First Cause is to evade the
guestion. k

If you believe in Creation, then you must be-
lieve the Creator was created, and then you get
something out of nething. And if you are going
to prove that—to attempt fhat amazing proof—
then you are going to have a pretty hard job.

How Man’s Knowledge Is Growing

All that philosophy #mplies is that we seck an
explanation. But I agwee that an explanation is
possible and that it is likely to come. It is only
on this point that I disagree with the agnostics
who dogmatically say that the mystery of life is
umnsolvable. I do mnot accept this theory. Xnowl-
edge is growing every day. Man conquers new
domains each decade. Who is to say there is a
limit short of complete knowledge? Judging by
the advances man has made as a seeker after
faets, it seems logical to conclude that the day
will come when man will be able to explain every
act of nature. And judging by the trend of his
achievements thus far, it is safe to say that super-
naturalism or theism will not enter at any point
of the survey. It nmay be hundreds of years
before the explanation of science is complete; 1
am nct trying to set any date. But remember
that man as a thinking animal is a recent phe-
nomenon, He has beew using his head logically
for only about 2,500 or 3,000 years. Science itself
is less than 2,500 years old, and out of that time
yvou must discount the Dark Ages, a thouszand
yvears of intellectual staggnation.

I am an optimist. I believe that man will
never agaln surrender to the forces of obscurant-
ism. And this moving history of man—his cul-
tural, sciertific and ecomomic history—proves one
thing with bold sigmniifidance: as man grows in
intelligence, as he learms to think for himself,
as he grasps newer and greater secrets from
nature, his primitive fears disappear, his faith
in supernaturalisma declithes, his belief in Gods
dies down. There s more intelligence today than
ever before in man’s eantire history. There is also
less of God in man’s mimd. The lessah is a sim-
ple one. The growth of intelligence’ teans the
growth of skepticisim. : )

It has been a slow evolBation, but it has: been
a fairly steady one. The {process ds being accel-
erated today. Man’s mind #s achieving a quicker
pace.. Man’s intellectual progress is a certain

abandonment of myths about God amnd supermatur- |

alism. In the evolutien of mind L see the growth
of skepticism; away from theism to a mild form
of deism; away from deism to agnosticism; and
now [ see stil greater progress—the abandonment
of all beliefs im supernaturalism. And if you will
make an honest survey of history, you will be
struck by the consistent fact that mast of the
world’s progress can be traced to those individuals
who were brave enough to defy comventional-
mindied religionists, The houseg of God have never

There is no evidence for that posi--

~be as a mere confusing trick of rhetoric.

been centers of obscurantism, euperstition and re-
action. ’

The Starting Peint of Descartes—"Personal-
ity.” Doaes the Logic of Personality
Lead to Theism?

It is interesting to note that the history of the
church shows that it has contributed little to the-
istic thinking. It has been the source of mno
arguments for theism, so far as I know. The
Catholic Church had to go back to Aristotle,
Plato and Socrates for its arguments in support
of the God idea. Other arguments had to be
taken from lay philosophers, like Lord Bacon,
Descartes, Spinoza, Kant. Each, particularly
Kant, played havoc with the theistic ideas of
other philosophers, including the Church’s school-
men. I merely throw out this suggestion to em-
phasize the thought that the church has always
been too active as a business enterprise to give
much thought to the validity of its beliefs.

The theistic philosophers have shown themselves
to be wrong—each succeeding philosopher dis-
puting the arguments of those who went before,
until we reach Kant, who killed off all their argu-
ments, then became frightened at his teémerity
and forthwith invented an entirely new argument
known as the Moral Law. If you want to become
an atheist, read Kant thoroughly, and you will
get rid of ninety percent of your theism; then
read philosophers who came after Kant, and you
will get rid of the other ten percent. Of -course,
this argument of Descartes’ could mnot escape
Kant’s philosophical axe. He struck off its head
neatly in his Critique of Pure Reason. Descartes’
“ontological” proof never had any standing. As
I understand him, existence is something that is
perfection in itself, from which it must follow
that God, being something completely perfect, must
be a reality.

Descartes’ argument is best answered by stating
it—for its absurdity is obvious. “I think, there-
fore I any” said Descartes. Thus it followed, in
his reasoning, that as he thought of a God, there-
fore a God must exist. That can only mean one
thing: that belief in an idea makes it true—that
an idea doesn’t have to be proved, but all one
needs is to have the concept. Of course, that is
just as good a proof for atheism as it is for
theism. It is just as good a proof for a personal
God as for an abstract modernistic God. 1t is
just as good a proof for a personal Devil, with
horns, as for a personal God. And plainly, in
the light of common sense, it isn’t the shadow of
a proof for anything.

Are all ideas that men have devoutly held, all
notions in which men have believed and which
men have even died for, therefore true? - Surely
not. What Descartes actually said, shorn. of all
its involved philosophical lingo, was this: “What-
ever I think is true” Imagine it! What I
think is true. What Dr. Jenkins thinks is true.
What Mrs. Eddy thought was true, What John
Wesley, who believed in witcheraft, thought was
true.  What everybody -thinks 1is true—which
means that truth is equivalent to the sum of all
absurdities. .

{ am sure that Dr. Jenkins does mnot believe in
a hell; but, according to Descartes’ logie, Dante’s.
‘hell—a vision as vivid as anyone ever had—-must
be a reality. Dr. Jenkins doesn’t believe this—
he can’t really believe in this antiquated reason-
ing of Descartes—no thinking man could believe
it. Its only use, and whatia poor use it is, can
It is
very sick logic, deformed 1bgic, the sheer denial
of logic. * :

Furthermore, this princiﬁ}e of Descartes plainly
begs the question of thg”hature of ideas. It
ignores the source of ideas in analogies from .the
world around us; the idea of perfection, for ex-
ample,” being, when all 3 said, merely a notion
of something indefinitely and vaguely better than:
what we have. What is-a perfect being? What

‘the ¢ase quite accurately, " The history of man’s,

idea of perfection? Tt is an idez whick canmuot
possibly be 'stated in final, concrete, reslizable
terms. Some ideas are direct reflections of things
visibly before us. They are ideas that can be
tested. They 'are ideas that  will work. Other
ideas are indirect. Some ideas. are. so. remote and
vague that they can secarcely be called ideas—and
the God idea is a classic example of such remote-
ness. Many ideas are so tangled up with:analo-
gies, far-fetched..inferences, repetitions..and as-
sumptions that' to speak of thém “as clear (even
though they may be stated in ‘an orderly form
of words) is to violate the meaning of language.

Even on the basis of Descartes’ own.argument,
is it conceivable that he had a picture or .a con-
sciousness or an idea of a God that was.even
dimly comparable to the picture or. consciousness
or idea that he had of himself?. Obviously not.
His idea of God was an abstraction or it was a
mere personal simile—a God greater than a man,
a God-mind greater than the human mind, and so
on. To prove God’s existence by his own—in pre-
suming to attémpt that, Descartes shows the pit-
fall which philosopby spreads for those who think
in words and not in real images. If Descartes
had any picture of a God in his mind, it was
probably the picture of a being who had all the
virtues and none.of the defects of Descartes him-
self—a bigger "and ‘better Descartes.

The Universality of Theism? The Belief of
Great Minds? Modern Science and
Theism " o

It is not long since theists argued that belief
in a God was universal. - They now say,-“All but
universal,” because it has been found that numer-.
ous tribes of primitive men -do not believe in ‘a
God, that such- a belief comes much later in the
scale.  But this knowledge given to us by the
ethnologists did not succeed in killing off the
argument in its entirety; it still lingers. . . .

But let me, for the sake of Dr. Jenkins’ argu-
ment, grant that belief in theism is universal. Is
this to be accepted as a valid argument in favor
of the existence of a God? I think mnot. - The
theists add that while error may be  local and
occasional, universal agrcement is something alto-
gether different; it is man in the mass using
reason to discover some great truth, in this case
the truth of the existence of a God. This argu-
ment, used in this late day, shows the poverty of
intellect to be found among our theistic apologists.
1t is unworthy of serious consideration, e‘xce'pt to
remark that until man reaches a pretty far stage
in history.he is almost certain to be universally
wrong on most subjects.of an intellectual ndture. -
According to this- argument, we should have to
believe today that the sun swings around the’
carth and ‘that the earth is flat, for those "were
universal -~ béliefs for thousands of years’” Reh-
gion might take some comfort from fhis argu-
ment if the intelligence of the world today sup-
ported it position. But the opposite is the fact.
Religion is dead. at the top; it is dying rapidly.
at the bottom. ~The intelligence of the world -is
relentlessly-——and cheerfully—deserting the . God
idea. sl oL

Dr. Jenkins argues that most great minds in
history have embraced theism. This is not stating

intelléct shows that with the development of rea-
son and the spread of knowledge, he grows. more
skeptical; he works closer and closer to atheistic
conclusions. Knowledge -develops; it does-mot come
with the climax- of a Creator making:a universe,
Historieal | perspective - is - essential to grasp “the
picture. Great minds were convinced, cven before
modern science  had discovered such- a growing
case for atheism, that the God idea ‘was false.
Almost without exeeption, the great minds have
certainly rejected all the ideas which "have‘ been’
derived by religion from the idea of God. The
great minds, again almost without exception, have

“would .admit belief in a God.

their

-science’ of psychology.

of the best philesophical reasons for belief in a
God. Great minds, let me add, have helped to
build, from age to age, the knowledge which in
a logical, steady, inexorable evolution of thought
leads to atheism. . _

But Dr. Jenkins -says that modern science is
moving rather strongly in the direction of the-
ism. This is not true, according to the figures

" quoted by Professor J. H. Leuba, in his study
“entitled Belief in God and Immortality, a most

useful and important work. First Professor Leuba
went to one thousand students with questions
regarding their belief in a God and in immortal-
ity. He thenm put his questions to professors.
Among one thousand students, Professor Leuba
found eighty-two percent of the girl students and
fifty-six percent of the boy students believing in
a God; and among the professors he found only
thirteen percent of the leading psychologists who
Education does not
help theism.

But let us examine Leuba’s figures more closely.
Taking the greater scientists (more than a thou-

_sand in number), Leuba found the following be-
lievers in a God: physicists, 84 percent; historians,

32 percent; sociologists. 19 percent; biologists, 16
percent; and psycholegists, 13 percent,

You will notice that our theists, in seeking sup-
port for their position among the scientists, usu-

"ally draw on physicists like Millikan and Edding-

ton. These men are not competent to render a
conclusion with the same authority as a biologist
or a psychologist. Theistic questions do not enter
sphere. At certain points, these questions
do concern the psychologists. When the theist

‘argues that man has a religious instinct, psycholo-

gists recognize that this argument is to be tested
in their field of research. As students of the
emotions and instincts, they seek for this “instinet”
which theists attribute to man. But they cannot
find it. And it is among these psychologists that
we find only thirteen percent who accept theism.
So that argument fails.

Where Is “the Finger of God’?

Biologists, who study the origin and processes
of life, are about as skeptical as the psychologists.
They cannot find “the finger of God” in the evolu-
tion of life. In these two fields of science which
bear most directly upen theism, we find belief in
a God is not considered a satisfactery explana-
tion. As Leuba’s questionnaire was sent out four-
teen years ago, it is safe te say that the percent-
age has fallen still lower, even though physicists
like Millikan and Eddington pay peculiar and
illogical homage to the theistic element. ‘Lhey
take a religion that is without supernaturalism
and a science that they limit by denying scientists
the right to emcroach on what they claim should
be the proper domain of the theologian; by twist-
ing science and emasculating religion they affect
an unreal armistice. But the war goes on just
the same, and science goes ahead each day to new
victories, while religion falls before new defeats.

It is my opinion that the psychologist, by virtue

.of his special science, is more qualified to discuss

problems of theism, because some of the argu-
ments of the theists encroach upon his science.
For example, Dr. Jenkins made use of Descartes’
exploded argument that starts with thought (1

‘think, therefore I exist”) and leaps to the weird

conclusion that because a person thinks of a God
it must follow that God exists. This notion was
promulgated in the first ha}\f} of the seventeenth
century, before there was such a thing as the
Psychology had to meet
this so-called  argument, and. that it dismissed it
curtly is to the credit of the~ psychologists, for
they, along with the philosophiérs, showed that it
is quite common for us teo havé ideas that do not
correspond, save by false analofy, to real objects
—centaurs, for example. My mind can picture
the idea of a being half man a}';d half horse, but
no psychologist” would accept thal as proof of the

Since theism touches psychology at so - many
points, it follows that the observations of the im-
portant psychologists are more worthy of respect
than arguments emanating from physicists whose
training is limited exclusively to the study of
matter. These few physicists who speak favor-
ably of theism are—in that respect—eccentric. = It
is to be noted, furthermore, that these physicists
do mot offer any proof of theism and that their
laboratory methods, which have resulted in such
important knowledge-of material ‘things, have not
produced the slightest evidence for a God: At ‘the
most, even a Millikan or an Eddington has only
said that there is a good deal of the mystery ‘of
life which is yet unsolved. No intelligent ‘man
denies this. It is indeed a statement of the b=
vious. And when they talk about theism, abouta
God, Eddington and Millikan are only guessing.
They are deserting the scientific method and tak-
ing refuge, at this outermost point, in mysticism.

Let me say this: the opinion of a scientist’ in
favor of theism is worth nothing unless that
scientist can offer scientific evidence in support of
theism. Does Eddington offer any evidence of
physics that there is a God? He does not. To
the farthest point that science has reached, the
case for atheism is strong—it is the only satisfac-
tory, sound explanation—and the case for- theism
is very, very feeble. On the whole, the world "of
scientific thought is atheistic. The few whimsical
scientists who use theistic language are seen plainty
to be forgetting their character as scientists and
behaving in a temper of quite common fallacy.
When Eddington speaks of definite things in
physics, for example, we follow him respectfully.
He is talking about his special ‘subject. He is
offering- facts, not fancies. But when he says
that the inner conviction that 8 God exists is &
proof of the reality of God—then he is.clumsily
stepping into the domain of the psychologists, and
I assure you that there isn’t a first-rate psycholo-
gist who doesn’t smile at this unoriginal and un-
scientific argument of Eddington. : :

Theism Collapses With Theology

In shirking the details of theism, Dr. JenkKins
illustrates the necessity of vagueness in defend-
ing God. 1 grant that the idea of theism does
not mean the doctrines of Christianity, ner revela-
tion, nor heaven and hell—and all that rigmarole.
However, theism is the essential basis of all these
superstitions; and without the belief in God, these
superstitions could not exist. That is why it is
important to show that the idea of God is quite
as baseless, quite as superstitious in its essence, as
any of the outmoded concepts of theology which
Dr. Jenkins agrees to discard. . .

It must be noted, however, as a curious aad
relevant circumstance, that Dr. Jenkins believes
certainly in the existence of a being or a power
of which he knows nothing certainly whatever.
He waives details—which means, after all, that he
waives knowledge of God. Is God the reality—the
great and necessary and unshakable reality—that
Dr. Jenkins contends? Then surely a great deal
should be known about God. The reality should
have some featu‘l‘es upon which men, whoe have
claimed all these centuries ta study Gad and his
attributes, could reasonably and clearly .agree.

‘But no—Dr. Jenkins knows there is.a God, but
| he is. singularly lacking in knowledge of this God,

His knowledge is, we perceive, only a :form o
words. . , T
I am not asking Dr. Jenkins to give me a com-
plete description of Geod, but I think he -should
have something vreally definite and . demonstrable
in the way of knowledge about his God. If he
replies that we see God in nature, I say that he
is only calling nature by another name; he is
using as proof of his theistic assumption -that
very assumption itself, alone and wunsupporied.
No—all of the fancy names men have for God are
merely the names of forces or principles or reali-

beeénr hospitable to progress. They have always

is meant by a perfect life? What is meant by the

o~

denied the validity of the populat reasons and even

xistence of a centaur. -

[Concluded on page three.
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- The Strange Death
of President Harding
The Inner Secrets of the Handing Regime Written From the Diaries
. of Gaston B. Mm_ﬁ,‘ Tlmt Department of Justice Investigator

This smazing beok introduces the reader to private, passionate scenes
in the White House. It recounts the secret investigations carried on by
Gasten B. Means, then a Department of Justice investigator, for Mrs.
Harding. It offeys an interesting—ah, more than that, a thrilling and
poigtdnt-—account of the relations between the President of the United
States and Nan Britfon and the President’s wife.

Undoubtedly what will most impress the average reader of this book
is the strange, tense, harrowing personal drama enaéted between President
Harding and his wife. It is like a great play-—and we should not be
surprised to ses it made into a striking stage success. It is a strong,
an ineredibly gripping, drama of love and jealousy and turbulent, secret
fears. THé climax is overpowering in its dreadful and sad simplicity. It
cantiot be told save in the very carefully chosen words of the book itself.

But Gsston Means had more than a personal drama to relate. He
was on the innermost inside of the gigantic grafting conspiracy of the
Harding adwinistration. - He was the most trusted and able undercover
man for the “Ohic gang.” He collected bribes, He stole important docu-
ments, He trailed men whom the “gang” feared. He was in persona)
charge of the peculiar “fortress’” in Washington, which was the clandes-
tine headguarters of the “‘gang.”

The Strange Death of President Harding is a large, cloth‘bound,
be/autifuliy printed book—and every page is electric with thrills,

~ Only $3.65 Postpaid / e
- Haldeman-Julius Publications, Girard, Kansas
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Ambassadors of God

. BY WOOLSEY TELLER

The following men are herocs of
religion. Some are Catholics; others
aré Protestants. Take your choice,
according to your denominational
preference.

Catholics
Tomas de Torquemada.
thousands.

“In 1483 the pope appointed Tor-
quemada, who had been an assist-
ant “inquisitor since February 11,
1482, Grand Inquisitor of Castile.
. .« . Much has been written of the
inhuman cruelty of Torquemada.
Llore¢nte (secrgtary of the Inguisi-
tion) computes that during Torque-
mada’s office (1483-98) 8,800 suffered
death by fire and 96,504 were pun-
ished in other ways (History of the
Inguisition, IV, 252).”"—Catholic En-
cyclopedia, Vol. X1V, p. 783.

Pope Gregory 1X. Approved burning
heretices.

“When in 1224 Frederick II or-
déred that heretics in Lembardy
should be burnt 4t the stake, Gre-
gory 1X, who was then papal legate
for Lontbardy, approved and pub-
lished 'the iwiperial law.-~Cgtholic

Tortured

{ Encyclopedia, Vol. VI, pp. 797.788.

Pope John XII. Ran & divine {istitu-
tion of prostitution.

“But we réad with séme surprise,
that the werthy gandson of Marozia
(Pope John XIT) lived in puablic
adultery with the matrons of Rome:
that the Lateran palace was turned
into a school for prostitution and

that his rapes of virging and widows

had deterred the female pilgrims
from visiting the tomb of St. Peter,
lest, in the devout act, they should
be violated by his sucecessor.”—Ed-
ward Gibbon, History of Christian-
ity, p. 758
Pops Benedict 1X, An infamous
¢riminal,

“Rome Had still ts see Benedict
IX, A, D. 1083, a boy ¢f léss than
twelve years, raised to the =zpostolic
thyone. Of thiz pontiff, one -of his
succgssors, Victor III, declared that
hie life wae so shameful, so 4&ul, so

exeerable, thiy be shudderss te de- |

geribe it. He ruled like a captain
of banditti rather than a prelate.
The people at last, unable to bear his
adulteriés, homicides, and abomina-
tions -any longer, rose against him.”
—John W. Draper, The Intellectual
Development of Europe, Vol. I, p.
381. L -
“He was a disgrace to.-the chair
of Peter’4—Catholic *Encyclopedic,
Vol. 1I, p. 429. P i TE
. Protestants
John Calvin. . Burned. Servetus at
the stake. = . R
“On an eminence, at some: distance
from the city, Servetus was fastened
to ‘& stake, surrounded by heaps of
oak-wood dnd leaves, with his con-
demned book and the ms, he: had)|
sent to Calvin attached to his girdle;:
and, amid his agonizing eries, the
fire was kindled, and the wretched
man expiated his heresy in _the
flames. Whatéver apologies may be
urged for this’ memorable crime, it
must remain a mournful and scanda-
Tous blot oun the history of the Ref-
ormation. The disgrace of it has

particularly - attached to Calvin, and|

with much justice, from the special
and unhappy relation which he bore
fo the whole transaction.”’—New In.
ternutional * Encyclopedia, Val. IV,
p-62. : h

Cotton, Mather.

i Fostered iw.iﬁ'chg:_ra-ft
persecution, | .

 “He used, his. great influsnce to|

bring the suspected persons (witches)
to trial and punishment.
tended- the trial, investigated: many
of the cases himself; and wrote ser-
mons on . witcheraft . . .., which
increased the excitement-of the peo-
ple.”—Encyclopedia - Britannica, Vol
XVIIL, .p. 883. R
John Kwoz. Father of Presbyterian-

ism. Infolerant. ,

"Knox, appealitig to the Old Testa-
ment, declared that those who were
guilty ‘of idolatry wmight justly be
pus té déath.’—W, E," H. Lecky's
Rationalism wn Ewrape, Vol. 11, p. 16,
Jokr Wesley. -~ Foundér ‘6¢ Method-

ftmi.  Superstitions, =

“The giving up of witcheraft is

Tpen of wman”-—Rationalisn in Eu-

jarguments.

He at-

in effcct giving up the Bible/—
Wesley’s Jovrnal, 1768. '
Jonathun Edwerds. Preached infant
damnation. )
* Referred to babies as “vipers” in
the eyes of God. See Jonathan Ed-
wards’ “Original Sin”> Cited by
Lecky, distinguished historian, as
“one of the most revolting books
that have ever proceeded from the

rope, Vol. 1, p. 134

- Christianity rests its whole case
gpon the argument that life is not
good and that men should therefore
subordinate  everything to tk_xe
thought of their “immortal souls in
Heaven.” Thus Christianity preaches
the doctrine of the evil of materi-
alism, the dotcrine that the world is
strewn with snares of flesh and
Devil, the doctrine of sin as a dis-
obedience of a God’s laws—it
preaches these doctrines as a matter
of business, heping to keep men from
realizing in freedom and sanity and
pleasure the superiority of life over
Christianity.

. Theére have bé¢én a number -of
arguments for the existémce of a
God.. They have Dbegen poor argu-
nients. They have been strained
They have been (and
are) arguments which can convince
nobody save one who wamts to be
convineed and is willing to make
the process uncritically easy. But
evidences for a Ged; proofs of a
God; facts te place the existence of
& God beyond doubt: these have
been singularly lacking in what is
rhetorically called “the case for
theism.” .

Every person fs disappointed
somewhat by life. It is best that
one should be disappointed in great
 things, because then one will also
be  pleased and emriched in- great
things. ‘Does this seem a paradox?
What it means i simply that one's
disappointments and one’s achieye-
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EVER before has America produced a love tale that can be

N ccmpared with this. Here the stirring tragedy of ancient

Greek drama is mingled with realities and personalities of

our time. This is a book proving that the mysteries of the human heart are

eternal. It reveals that where there is the utmost ecstasy felt with the most
pain, there is life! :

burly men and Mr. John S. Sumner, of the New York Society

for the Suppression of Vice, raided the printshop and seized.
the plates. But the case was contested and the raiders had to yield to the
law, which permitted “The President’s Daughter” to be published—unaltered
in any way! o o

SUPPRESS “The President’s Daughter®? They tried to! Six

ORGECUS is the only adjective adequate to describe ’the sump-
tuous appearance of this edition of “The President’s D;ugh-
ter.” It is printed on velvety, watermarked, white woven

paper. The binding is luxuriousiy patterned black cloth, specially made- for
this bock, stamped back and front in gold scroll lettering. Ilustratiens are
reproduced by a soft, artistic, lithographic process. ) :

HITE HOUSE shadows fall across the pages of this- book.

Over the whoie work is thrown the glow of .a poetic experi-

ence, and through it all is the glamour of official events
centering around the White House at Waskington. For the father c»:f\_th.‘sT
illegitimate daughter of Nan Britton was Warrén G. Harding, who ‘becante &
President of the United States, :

LEAS for iliegitimate children have been made before, but #one

can compare in sympathy and humanity with this -com elling:

work written by a mother herself. 1t is a story of a clandestine
amour; of social ostracism; of the terrible price ¢ne must pay for, spxrw_u%
freedom. But this love, though secret, never faltered--no .tyial coni ]
change it. : e
PINION has been freely expressed both for and against “Phe
President’s I)avug}'zter.’y H. L. Mencken: “The whole thing
constitutes a superb contribution to. the political history ef
the U. S.” Harry Hansen: “An astonishing romance . . . the story of a
woman’s tremendous preoccupation with love and motherhood.” 'E. W. Howe:
“Nan Britton is a female Boswell and her bock will Hive hecause of its story
of naked human nature in village, city, palace, cottage, and White Heuse.
. . . All through the book Nan Britton makes Warren Harding as fine &
lover as may be found in fiction.” B,

$2.25

Haideman-Julius Publications, Dept. C-96, Girard, Kansas
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pages, 176 episcdes, 48 graphic illustrations, hand+
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ties which we vecognize apart from the idea of
Ged.. Tfuéy don’t reveal God, God doesn’t explain
them. The moment a theologian tries to be defi-
nite about God, we find that he is simply fastening
the name of God upon somsthing else—upon na-
tare, upon life, upon the universe, upon the elec-
tren.

‘There is—I make this statement carefully—no
sueh thing as a clear, independent idea of Ged.
It is all reflection and analogy, it is all a super-
floity . and mixture .of terms, and its only resuit
iz confusion. . Details? Oh, certainly, Dr. Jenkins
is discreet in avoiding them, His God is an in-
sibstantie] mirage of “the infinites and the inde-
tinites.” It is a faot, again, that theism does net
stand and never has stood as a solitary idea. It

i¢ the basis of innumerable dogmas and supersti--

tions. It is the idea which has assuredly led men
into the most fantastic tricks of thought and be-
lief. 1t is the idea which bas been most sadly
and violently at war with the civilized effort to
understand reality and to find light and progress
in the world.

Thsism, .says Dr. Jenkins, iz not to be confused
with theology. But all that this means is that
the theological idea of God does. not necessarily
include - all other  theclogical ideas. After - all,
theology is the deliberate and verv ambitious ef-
fort to understand God. To speak of God, in the
tene of serious belief, is to speak theologically—
only Dr. Jenkins, as a theologian, doesn’t go as
far ag some others. His theology is less in quan-
tity—and- it-is just as vague, or rather it is more
vague -and fully as unreasomable. I ought to
poimt - out, too, that the arguments which Dr.
Jenkins advances in behalf of theism are the
identical argunients which theologians have ad-
vanced, (after borrowing them f(rom the philoso-
phers); that they are srguments whizh come fa-
miliarly and quite as unconvinecingly from the lips
of men who believe in inspiration, revelation, im-
mortality and all those details which Dr. Jenkins
judiciously sets aside as uupromising. Theology
depends upon theism. [f theism is an unsupported
theory, theology collapses twe must share
the same fate.

The
The

The Fallacious Argament of “‘Law and @
: Lawgiver”

Weé now coms te the argument that
where there is law there must be a lawmaker.
We are told that the orderly. regular movements
of the planetary sysiem, for instance, prove *“nat-
ural "laws" and the conclusion is asserted that
these natural laws imply the existence of a law-
giver. OUne could not expect to go through a
discussion of theism without meeting this falla-
cious -and untenable piece of reasoning.
been dismissed as.unsound by competen: thinkers,
but the argument persists,

The fundamental error is found in the theist’s
habit ‘of -confusing a human law with a natura!
“law.* - A -legislature passes s law saying that
sfter a ¢ertsin date it shall be illegal to behave
in @ certain way. to have liquor:’for instance.
1f you  break this law, and are not caught, noth-
ing happens except the usual next morning head-
ache. ¥ you are caught, you may be sent to the
venitantiary. Op lét ue cay that the pcople make
up their- minds to break the law so flagrantly
that enforcement falls down and the law is either
ignored .or repealed. That is a human law. That
implies. a lawmaker, of course.

But it is ‘treacherous logic to say the-“laws” of
nature -:are the result of the will of a lawmaker.
The scientifie use of the word *“law” as appliec
to nature means only this: things in nature sact
in certain ways—their movements are uniform—
and whén you use the word “law” you merely

theistie

describe kow things are observed to eonduct them--

sélves. “This does not mean that someone—a God
—told them to aét just that way. That is an as-
sumption.  Bertrand Russell gives serious econ-
sideration ts this argument in one of his lectures,
and aftér disposing of the claim of a lawgiver in

It bas

just those natural laws and ne others? If you
say that he did it simply for his own good pleas.
ure, and without any reasom, you then find tha
there is something which is not subject to law,
and so your train of natural law is intetrupted,
If you say, as more orthodox theologians do, that
in all the laws which God issues he had a rea-
sor for giving those laws rather than others—tke
reason, of course, being to create the best universe,
although you would never think it to look at it—
if there was @ reasom for the laws which Ged
gave, then God himsel? was subject to law, and
therefore you do not get any advantage by intre-
ducing God as an intermediary. You have really
a law outside and anterior to the divine edists,
and God does not serve your purpose, because he
is not the yltimate lawgiver. In short, this whole
argument about natural law no longer hag eny-
thing like the ‘strength that i§ used to have”

Joseph McCabe says in one of his books: ‘'The
phrase, ‘God has impressed his laws on the upi-
verse,’ is one of the loosest conceivable. [t is
seen to be utierly unintelligible the moment you
remember the unconsciousness of objects; there
is not the remotest conceivable analogy with
human legislation, as the argument implies. In
fine, it is clear that if things acted irregularly
there would be more reason to look for explana-
tions. A thing acts according to its nature, and
if its nature be relatively stable (like.an atom).
its action is comsistent and regular.”

There are many other theistic arguments, but
all, on examination, are seen to be mere assump-
tions, ‘bare sophistry, adroit evasion of obvious

-facts, the urging of metaphysical balderdash in

an attempt to refute realistic approaches to life.
The arguments for theism are heated and numer-
ous, but the results are always the same— they can-
not show us the slightest evidence for the God ides.
They cannot show us the finger of God in any
period of man’s history. They cannet show us
their God in nature. They cannot show wus that
God exists, that there is any power interested in
man or his problems, that there is any method
for man to save himself except through his own
efforts, through his own mental exertions. Man
must fight with bhis own sweat, and blood, and
tears. If he is winning a measure of joyousness
and gladness and laughter out of life, it is be-
cause of his faith in his own powers and not in
some mystericus entity beyond the clouds.

REBUTTAL ARGUMENT BY DR. JENKINS

Mr. Haldeman-Julius draws a distinction Ue-
tween the spiritual mind and the sciemtific mind
which does not seem to me valid: at least, in my
own thinking it is not valid. It is a very common
assumption that the spiritual bas nothing ta do
with the real, with facts, with life as it is. That
is the constant mistake that the pietistic world
is making. I am surprised that Mr. Haldeman-
Julius should be betrayed into making this dis-
tinction, because everything that has to. de with
truth, beauty, art, literature, science, is spiritu-
ally minded; and T maintain that he himeelf is a
profoundly spiritually minded man because he is
interested in all the beauties of the world, And 1
maintain that I am wo less scientific in thinking
if I have a little strain of spirituality in my
own- being. PR

He. calls me an evolutionary creationist. Maybe
that is what I am, but my idea was that | was

a mystic and something of an agnostic—pretty .

much of an agnestic. I have passad the sopho-
moric period when I colild say things categor-
jcally. I don’t know aleut this. I don’t know
about that. The mind ¢ open. And I think that
is true of the great niystics down through the
ages, clear to the present time, including Buyddha.

It is a mistake to call .-Buddba an atheist. One
whe is familiar with the Buddhist hymns ang the
Buddhistic philosophy which characterized the. an-
cient Indian people, and Buddba in particular.
mythical and mystic character as he is, coming
out of the great pagt, would not call hins an
atheist. Buddha was-a great humanist: he loved
mankind: and he gave up 3 palace and a prin-
cess wife and all power to go into the highways
and the byways, the dusty roads of India, te
serve suffering humgnity. Buddha was actuated

sort of kinghip with Buddha, We arg utually
mystic. ‘T think thet is true of the grest philoso-
phers and thinkess, religitus and otherwise.

1 admit that preéachers have been awfully busy
trying to raise budgets and build churckes and
make the mare go; and too often they have neg-
lected to think.. Bat aven in odd moments thoughts
have come out. There -have beer thoughts among
the philosophers of Oxford and Cambridge; and

the best book I know on this subject we have.

been debating is from a great theological, phile-
sophical professor in Oxford, Dr. B.. H. Strecter,
a book called Reality. The profoundest thing I
know, it gets rvight dows to the roots of this
difficul¢ metaphysical guestion we Have bsen try-
ing te discuss. Co SRR :

I know that the arpument from the first cause
is no lougér wsed. T mever used it. ° I ‘imsist [
nevgr used the phrasa. er the idea throughout
what I had to say, and if I implied a creator
theory, I did wot intend to do that. I may have
spoken of the Creator, but I spske of an Artist,
the great Ower-Usz-All, Power, Mind, Spitit, what
you will te call it, that is back of it all. I don’t
care whethér yow say mattér was never created

_er not, or force was néver created or not; that

they always existed.  Einstein has just knocked

the spots out of the whole question of time and’

space, a#nd it seems we didn't know anything about
eithér—and I am sure I am not one of the three
men in America whoe understand Einstein. I
don’t know. T say I am agnostic as tc creation,
its time, and all that sort of thing,

Again, in speaking of Descartes, 1.don't think
Mr. Haldeman-Julius was quite fair te Descartes.
He would lead ycu to believe that Descartes said,
“I' thisk; therefore I am,” and then right off
said, “I think God; therefore God is.”. There was
a long space of reasoning, careful building of his
superstructure, step by step, stone by stone, from
that foundation, “I think; ‘therefore I am,” con-
vineing him of his 6wn existence, before he finally
reached the highest pinnacle of his philesophy, “I
believe in God.” - You can’t jump just from the
bottows to the top and say, “Look how foolish he
was, jumping at conclusions.” There was Jlong
labor and a life of thought before Descartes
tinished his structure. .

And Kant I know, with: his categorical impera-
tive, his appeal to the moral law in the universe.
He looked at the starry heavens above and said,
“These things fill me wtih awe, the stars above
and the moral law within.” That was his great-
est argument, the mora! law in the universe, for
logie in its construction, for the creation of gbli-
gation and duty on the vart of man,

Mr. Haldeman-Julius draws a distinction also
between natural law and civil law, which I realize
is a frequént source of confusion on the part of
many religious thinkers; and I am glad he drew
that distinction, so that we can get it clearly ;and
sharply in ‘mind. - 1 will elaborate that point a
little. . -Natural law. as 1 understand it, is-.some-
thing that man finds out aboyt the comstitution
of the earth.and the universe. He studies causes
and effacts. the results of certain conditions, and
he writes them down in his laboratory notébook
or in his astronomical notebook. Whén he finds a
thousand or ten thousand times that, given certain
situations, certain results follow, ‘then® he writes
that dbwn and calls' it a law of nature. | make
the beld assertion, and 1 think it will hold water,
that moral law js discovered in the same way.

It simply grows out of man’s experience in all

the events in this complicated thing we call - so-
ciety, rubbing ‘shoulders, .jamming .and offentimes
stepping on each other. When, after long ob-

“servation, we find that under cértain circum-

stanges men will act and react towards each other

in_certain ways which sttike our sense of justice

and right, ther we put it down on the statute
books and we say this is the law, it shall be so.
Moral- law. them, is the outgrewth of our knowl-
edge of eurselves, just as natural law is the out-
growth of our knowledge of the materjal world.
There is no reaj distinction between the two,

And here. if. anywhere, Bertrand Russzelr slips
up a little in his thinking. I tremble and catch
my breath when [ take the name of Betrand
Russell on my lips and venture te suggest the
possibility that Jove has nodded in his philoseph-
ica! thinking. 1 know he probably is the greatest
thinker in England at the present time, without
any doubt. When Bertrand Russelj fails to per-

out of his béing or as watural law procesds out
of the material world, it séems to me that he has
lost a point.

Now, Mr. Haldeman-Julius says that 1 don’t
believe in hell. Well, I don't belidve in certain
kinds of hell. 1 believe in other kinds. 1 don’t
believe in a literal brimstone lake of fire. 1
remember that fifteen or twenity yaars ago when
the papers got hold af an utterance of mine of
that kind and printed it, and there was auite a
good deal of discussion, s colored brother of mine,
further north, & very férvent preacher, announced
he was going to answer Burris Jenkins on this
idea of hell. He caid, “Now, that kind of gospel
may deo all right up there on them boulevards
where Dr. Jenkins lives and preaches, but if I
was to preach that kind of gospel there would
be no clothes on the lines mor chickéns in the
coops of these same people up on the boulevards.”
That preacher was a pragmatist, -you see. He
felt that truth was that which functioned ser-
viceably fer his congregation, and that he would
better preach the kind of truth that worked well
in his enviroament.

Now, I am agreeing with what Mr. Haldeman-

" Julius says about pressing pragmatism to too

great an extreme; 1 think there is a little modi-
eum of truth in what he says, But what the
experience of the race for thoussmds and thou-
sands and thousands of years haz tested and
found valuable; and what has rung true te that
mysterious thing within us which 1 call mysti-
cism in” myself, and religious thinkers in all the
world have fellowed for twe thousand years, I
think there is likely to be a little something in.

THE REBUTTAL ARGUMENT OF MR.
HALDEMAN-JULIUS

1 am suyre of one thing: that at the end of
this debate Dr. Jenkins won't get off of his knees
and 1 won't get down on my kmees. So I am
sure that there will be no concessions at this end
and I am not so sure about amy concessions at
the other. 1 don’t think either one has been
trying te win over any converts. [ know that
is my attitude. [ just get a lot of fun out ef it.
1 enjoy studying theologians, 1 think they are
very amusing creatures, and I can’t imagine any-
thing funnier than a theologian in action. But
instead of going to the circus, I read books on
theism. ’

I am sure Dr. Jenkins does not get the scien-
tific distinction between a mystic and a realist.
An accurate definition of 2 mystic is ene who
believes that he cam reach truth intuitively: that
he car reach truth within himsel? without refer-
ence to man’s experiences; that he has mystical
power to reach in himself{ and achieve what he
would call truth; while the realist, of course, fol-
Jows the scientific method of laboratory tests,
scrupulous regarding of every fact and very care-
ful observation. They are two separate mentali-
ties, two hopelessly different persomalities, and I
ean’'t imagihe a good scientist permitting himself
to betome a mystic, though there are a few, and
the few mystical scientists are these who are

_giving such.comfort to the theclogians; men like

Eddington and Millikan, who are very good physi-
cists, who are men of science in their own labora-
tories, but when they step out in the arema of
philosophical thought thev utter idtas that weuld
pass for pretty good coin among thé fanatics
in 3 Salvation Army band.- I think I am speak-
ing pretty literally, bécause some of their argu-

.ments are the same arguments used on the street.

corners. “In Eddington's latest plea before the
Society of Friends in London, just a few months

ago, and of course for that reasen mere impeor- -

tant than his book, The: Neture of the Physicat
Werld, that he wrote absut three years ago, ke
says that the reason the religious jdea is sound
is because there is proof of it in man’s experi-
ence. man has experienced religion, he has ex-
perienced God, therefore it is true. Well. accorgd-
ing to that same logic, the poor moren who gets
up on the street corner and“gives his testimenial
is scientific and it is absolutely right and every-
thing that he says is tru€, every philosophical
point that he is bringing out ‘must be so, because
he says he has experienced it; and that, of course,
is mysticism. Eddington dges not reach that
conclusion through scientific means. He does not
take the same methods that he used in his labora-

3

sonable persen that
validity. :

Now, Dr. Jemkins meéntions Kant’s moral law.
As 1 said bsfore, T was surprised that he didna’t
bring up that argument. There are several other
good arpuments for theism that you have nes-
lected, Doctor. 1.was looking for some of them.
But this moral law also has gone through the
storm and alse has no standing. It takes the
position, as I undeérstand Kant, that becauss there
iz injustice and evil and unhappiness ip this
wotld, there must be some sort of balance, in the
#nd there must be a balance. And so there must
be immortality, there must be a God to right
these wrongs and give us justice, love, righteous-
ness and good for evil. I thimk that is express-
ing his moral law, isn't it? :

DR. JENKINS: Pretty well.

Mg. HarsEMaN-JuLlus: Well, that is based on
such a flagrant assumption that it was soon
laughed out of court. It could not be accepted.
That appear#d in one of Bertrand Russell’s pas-
sages. I notice Dr. Jenkins refers to him-as the
most Jearned thinker in England today. He is,
perhaps, the most learned philosopher in the world
today; he is also an atheist. He says that this
life is the only life we know anything about.
And if this is a fair sample of life, and this
life is unhappy and there is injustice in it, why
isn’t it safe to assume that the continuation of
life iz where it left off” It is just the same
thing. Don’t you see the point? The moral law.
If we had a knowledge of any other life, we
could then make comparizons, but if we say life
is continued and then say at the end of our life
there iz a change, that is the assamption, The
logical thing is to say it is a continuation and if
there is another life it must have all the pains
and wumhappiness we have. That was Bertrand
Russell’s argument. He said, suppose you get a
crate ‘of oramges from California, you opem it
and find that all at the top are rotten. He sgys
that, according to Kant’s moral law, you gay
that since the top layer is rotten i% muss follow thad
all the rest of the oranges are goéod. ‘That is
exactly what Kant taught, and it had no walidity
for that reason.

Now, as for beauty in nature, that, of course,
is the argument for design. That argument was
very good for a while. That argument was very
good for a while until Darwinism appeared. The
botanists gave us that idea. You find this flower,
they say, it is wonderful— _

Dr. JenxiNe: No, it was Paley, a theologian,
an English preacher.

Mr. HALDEMAN.JULIUS: 1 take that correction.
But the botaniste were fond of quoting it. They
stole it from the thesologians. It appears that ene
argument for theism did come frem the thee-
lIogians; and that, like the others, is very had.

If there were proof of creation, then of cowrse
the ereated thing would have its beauty of de-
sign. No question about it. But life is sn
evolution and the ideas as propounded by Dar-
win are accepted—and most intelligent peopla de
accept them-—evolution is not a theory any more;
it is & fact. We speak now of the truth of evo-
lution, not of the theory. If orgaric matter is
the product of its environment, in adjusting itself
to its environment it takes on the shapes that
are possible within its conditions, its fortuitous
existence, the accidents of temperature, of soil,
the general aceidents; and immediately nature
will produce an animal of one color here and of
another celor in another place; we will see the
white polar bear in the arctie zone and a differ-
ent animal at another place. Then of course it
doesn’t take inte cemsideration all the things that
are ugly. We consider a germ an ugly thing.
Some peopls consider spiders ugly. I don’t. Some
people comsider mice ugly. I don’t, but I do
congider rats ugly. We don’t conmsider beauty
to be an independent reality. Beauty is the effect
that an eobject has om us. When we look at a
sunset, we would not say that that sunset was
beautiful, but we would say that the effect it
has upon our esthetic sense is pleasing, and
therefore it is beautiful. And to get a God idea
out of that is stretching it beyond all reasen.

It seems o me what the religionists should de
is to forget about 3ll these arguments about God
—this effort to prove that their faith is founded
en the rock of reason—and go back to their
original position that they have faith and it is
not necessary for them to produce arguments

it is completely without

_ “al the 1 1 bave just followed fthis | o £ i E ceive that the laws of the Being, of the Artist, | tory. to bring out that idea. He just simply | for a God. And if they would take thes position,
nature along the lines 1 ave just followed, this | in his bumanism byshis desire for some sort of. the Over-Us-All, the Creator, may be just as truly | reaches down into his insides ang intuitively | we would just consider them a little psychopathic,
English philosopher adds: Why did God.dssue | contact with the Great Mystery. 1 claim some | iaws of his nature as the laws of man proceed | reaches that opinion. and I leave it to any rea- | and possibly humor them. '

ical! berths for the cemsors.

the state and it affcrds good polit-

the relationship, understands the.

Intel. circumstances, and when he sees

censorship—find itself well pro
irginia,

It is net ar all

that, denied all possible qualities.

The Ridiculous Tyranny of
.-.Movie Censorship

Cantinued frem last week.)
In Ol Virginia

The tale eof screen censorship
varies in detail among the states—
the censors of Kansas, for example,
will be “caught napping and let s
scene slip by that is promptly ex-
purgated by the guardians of stu-
pidity in Virginia. And sometimes
a detail is passed as pure enough
in Virginia whick is regarded as
menacing . te . morals .in Kansas.
There are no clear prineiples which
detérmine the workings of censor-
ship im any -state; naturally not,
since the charatter of a scene or a
plot or-an ‘actién is judged 'aecord-
ing t& the whimsical, idiosynecratic,
unpredietable moods of the indi-
vidua! censors; the makers of pic-
tures -eamnot absolutely read the
minds- .of - these censors—although
they make an.anxious attempt and
thus db~ & .lot of preliminary cen-
soring”in anticipation of the official
cénsorship, hoping to forestall the
latter.

After all, the fate of this or that
feature of a screen drama depends
upern what Miss Emma Viets hap-
pens to. think about it (or <feel
about it, as it would be fattery to
speak of thinking in this connection)
in Kansas and how Evan R. Ches-
terman happens to look at it in
Virginia. and, in- short or in leng,
how ‘every prétty-minded and men-
tally distorted cemsor in any of the
six states (Kansas, Virginia, Mary-
Jand, OHio. Pennsyivanmia and New
Yeérky with a censorship law
chanees _te look at the work of

Hellywoes. i
Tweo thingt. are certain: The cut-!

tings of the censors will be, with
scarcely ever an exception, unintel-
ligent. and lacking in artistic or
realistic sanction. And the scissors
will be kept impressively busy, re-
gardless of the quality of the pic-
tures offered, because these state
censors “have a very -definite, se¢lfish
interest in their jobs. Just as
preachers are interested in keeping
the image of the Devil alive in the
minds of their supporters, se¢ are
the screen censors alert to prove
the necessity of their jobs by cutting
here and slashing there. It would
be fatal te their economiec interest
if they were to admit, by their in-
activity, that the screen productions
in any year were perfectly eafe
and uncensorable. Perhaps, teo, the
censors have a sense of duty; maybe
they feel that they must earn their
money: so they keep the shears
flying.

The Virginia censors, fndeed, eom-
mend themselves in a8 repors to ths
governor of the state on their quan-
titative aetivity, They are elated to

show that they have been busy.
Ernst and Lorentz (in Censorsd:
The Private Lifs of ths Movies)
quote from the Virginia eensor
board’s official report this paragraph
which was entitled significantly’
“Pruning Knife Busy”:

Never before in Virginia have
there been so many deletions,
either of scenes or subtitles. This
means that the pietures which did

offend, in many cases wére objec-

tionable or offensive in severa]!
particulars. Some were subjectec
te six or eight cuts, others to
even more, i

Censoring it & business—it pays

ligence is not essential, but on the
contrary is a positive disqualifica-
tion for the job of screen censoring.
This is best demonstrated, as in the
case of Kansas, by a few instances
of actual censoring. A German film,
Homecoming, with an Enoch Arden
plot was a bit too realistic (though
it seems to have been rather subfle
for all that) for the Virginia vigi-
lantes of virtue, who ordered: “Re:
duce to a five-féot flash a3 scene in
which the hero ‘stands with evident
desire and looks toward Anna’s
Anna’s roem . " also reduce to a
three-foot flash scene in which Anna
lies in bed with cover vestlessly
thrown off and shows§ her desire for
Kar] by gestures and facial expres-
sions.” One wonders if the Vir
ginia board really thought -it was
protecting morality by that 8dd feat
of censoring. Probably the cemsors
didn't regard it from the standpoint
of morality—and certainly they
didn't regard it from the stangpoint
of art. It was a part of the day's
work, conveying the notion thst the’
day's work was “necessary.” Ernst
and Lorentz summarize as follows
the plot of this picture which was
subjected to the “pruning knife” in
Virginia: )

Homnecoming wae 8 beautiful
and simple German movie based
on & story of two comrades /zep-
arated by the war, One comrade
retarns home, friendless, hungry,
penniless, He believes Kis friend
to be dead, He goes to the wife
of his friend to explain this. She
is almost vpenniless, is egually
‘tonely. She feeds the man, lodges
him. He explains her husband
has been captured, probably killed,
by the Russtans. ' The two people
are subsequently torn betwéen a
Jogica! desire for each other and

- the wemory of their mutual friend,
After days of severe discipline

they consummate tieir desire. The!
husband returns home, discavers:

the wife prefers his friend, leaves
“home and give: them his blessing.

Yet it losked bad in Virginia;, the

evil head of desive was crushed

to a three-foot flash.

The mora! seems to be that the
mind ‘ef a csnsor—whether in Vir.
ginia or iz Ksansas—just naturally
looks for evil and, imagining evil,
1s sure €0 find evil. And it all

‘keeps the “pruning knife” busy and

by the same token insurés the con-
tinuance in employment ‘of those
who flourish the “pruning knife.”
Every little bit helps. Cuts, be
they slight or tremendous, miust be
made, Thus from Moulin Rouge 2
feature of dancing ‘girls (bare-

legged and therefore just too at-

traetivé for midral  integrify) wae
slathed: the objection officially given
was that the girls “indecently kick.”
A Wemen of Afairs (the screen
title for Michael Arlen’s The Gresn
Hat) was altered in two significant
points.  Virginis ~ cinema patrons

were mnot permitfed to know thatl

the dead husband of the heréine com-
mittéd  suicide on - their wédding
night because he was a vietim of
syphilis: the substituted explanation
of the tragedy was that the huss
bend had been guilty of embeszling.
Is it reasonable to'suppose that the

Virginia censors hoped te¢ keep all’

Virginians from learning that thére
is ‘such @ disemse as syphilis? Again,
there was a weens in which the her-
cine dropped her ring after having
said that “the ring reprezented g
barrier te her homnor, or worde to
that effect, and that wher it glipped,
g0 did she.” . The Virginia censors
ordered: “Shorten. to flask of five

feet sceme of Diana and Holderness

ofi couch, embracing and kissing—
and eliminate view of Diana’s Hand
except after she Has

rigg.”

8% dose virtugand the job of

'delicate questions as eugenics, birth

|lieving Christian—is one who has

dropped her:
-the worsy aberrations eof the Buman

prising to iearn further that Eleanor:
Boardman could mot be shown!
brushing her haiz (on her wedding
trip vie Puliman) in The Croud
and that the following comment was
solemnly offered by the cemsors in
their rejection entirely of the film,
Unwelcoms Children: “This film is
3 .photoplay with a clearly defined.
well-acted plot, but it involves such

control, and abortion, contraceptives,
and the like. It is the unanimous
opinion of the members of this di-
vision that these questiens, whatever
their merit, are not fit material for
exploitation on the motion picture
screen. . . "

Could there bte a more ridiculous
tyranny than this, whichk vests in a
beard of narrow-minded censors the
power to decide what social, meral
and artistic themes are “fit wmate-
rial” for the seresn?

[{To be continued next week.

One objection to a bad temper is
that it instils a sense of perverse
gbligation. A man comes to feel that
it is his duty to become angry on
certain occasions.

There is a certain pathes in the
situation of the dull man whe can't
tell whether the mentally superior
person is instructing him or “kid-
ding” bim.

A’ Christian—a real, orthodox, be-

net outgrown a childish susceptibil-
ity to fairy tales,

Distance of time confers the en-
chantment of tradition upew many
foolish notions.

" Theolopy ie 3 guide to wothing bub
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sur- )
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Have It My OwnWay
By John W. Gunn -

CLEARING THE GROUND

I was first mildly interested, then
intrigued, then weorrie¢ and at
length just about hopeless when I
read the following paragraph in a
sketch of Philip Snowden, Chancel-
for of the Exchequer im the British
Labor government, written by Harold
J. Laski for the April Haerper’s:

What manner of man, in sober
fact, is Philip Snowden? Cer-
tainly he has little of that com-
bination eof idealist rhetoric and
Parliamentar dexterity  which
bhave made MacDorald the natural
leader of the party. He has lit-
tle of that art of manipulating
men which has made Arthur Hen-
derson the supremé political or-
ganizer of modern England He
lacks altogether the suppleness of
mind and vivacity of tempera-
ment which have made J. H.
Thomas nét only an incomparable
trade union erganizer but alse the
personal friend of those whom,
otherwise, he might have foared.
. He does not seem, like Mr. Bald-
win, the authentic véice of tradi-
tionkl England, capable of ondless
fairplay within certain limits of
which  he is completely uncon-
scious. He has nothing of that
genius for improvising patsionate
sincerity, of being all things to all
men for at least the length of a
deputation, which, at one time,
made Mr. Lloyd George so for-
midable a figure. He has neither
the natural ability of Lord Birk-
enhead, nor does he possess the
supreme power of eloguent debate
which bhas made Mr. Churchill the
predominating figure in the post-
war House of Commons,

A little move, and ] should have
Begun to doubt the existénce of such
& person as Philip Snowden. If the
list of “he is nots™ were exterded
too far, it must follow by sheer de-

structive Togic thst the subiéct of!

eounted on confidently,

he simply couldn’t exist.

I was reassured by the positiom of
this paragraph in the middle of Mr.
Laski’s article. T always knov,
when an apparent solution of & mur-
der preblem is given in the middle
of & story, thet it can’t be the true
solation. Half ¢f the stovy.is yet to
come: sometbing must remain: fere
ther infermatien and action may be
And Bo it
was that Mr. Laski could ren the
hazard of all thoss negatives anpd
yet say a great deal positively ahout
Philip Snowden. I was a bit flus-
tered for a moment, but I knew
that it would all turn out right in
the end. ) :

———

Christianity isn’t logical: one can
admit its reasoning only by denying
.iscts'in the premises. Christianity
isn’t interesting: not intelligently in-
terésting as a theory of life, although
it is amusing in a way to the stu-
dent of folly. Christianity isn’t
important: that is to say, it offers
no helpful nor ssund ideas about
life, although it has an evil kind
of importance in deluding the minds
of men. )

The process of education is not
that of putting knowledge intc an
empty mind. Knowledge is some-
thing that ¥ acquired by the active
mind. Such an sctive mind also ac-
quires a view of comparative wis-
dom, a standard of values, a habit
6? thoughtfulmess.

God, say the theologians, is the
greatest and most inspiring subject
that men can dwell upon. Yet: this
subject of God has called forth the
least intelligent—even the least in-
telligible—and the least inspiring
expressions of the human mind.

T is the mark of & slave—or tys

the sketeh couldw's be anytiing and|rant--to respect ax mmjust law,
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Chats Among the Edztor and Hls Readers

.. A LETTER FROM SENATOR BORAH:

Last week I told my readers about
Peter Ochremenko, the Russian
translator of Dust (now also trans-
lating Violence) and Hendrik Van
Loon’s. The Story of Mankind and
other ~American books, who wishes
to visit America for six months with
the object’ of renewing his personal
familiarity. twith the language It
seems that the permission to make
this visit” has mot been easily ob-
tainable” from the Russian govern-
ment, and I requested my readers
to write, as I had myself written,
to Senator Borah about the case. I
have just received. the following let-
ter from the Senator:

Mr. E. Haldeman-Julius,
Girard, Kansas.
Dear Sir:

I ‘have your letter of the 14th,
with reference to Mr. Peter Ochre-
menko, who desires to leave Rus-
sia on a visit. It is very difficult
to deal with matters of this kind,
owing. to the fact that we have no
diplomatic relations wtih Russia
but I will look into it and see if
there is anything ‘1 can do 'and
shall be glad to help if possible.

: Very respectfully,
R *  Wwu. E. BoRAH.

This letter recalls our attention
forcibly to the folly of our gov-
ernmerit in refusing to recognize the
Soviet government of Russia. It is
responsible for innumerable difficul-
ties and embarrassments; and it can
be seen how it handicaps a man like
Senator Borah in such a matter as
the desire to put in a friendly word
for Peter Ochremenko. As the Sen-
ator has persistently held himself in
favor of the recogmtmn of the Rus-
gian government, he is favorably re-
garded by the Soviet officials and
may be able to help Mr. Ochremenko.
But how ridiculous it is that our
government should hold itself aloof
from one of the important govern-
ments- of the world!

Our business men have extensive
commercial relations with Russia.
There are, of course, social relations
between Russians and Americans.
Neither country can avoid contact
at many points; social and commer-
¢ial “and political, -with the other.
Yet our-American government, which’
recognizes the monarchy of Japan
and the dictatorship of Mussolini in
Italy and-: the .corrupt government

of Spain and the imperial kingdom |
of Great fBr:tam, refuses to have{’

lamatic dealings with Russia:-be
m it; dislikes the.Soviet and Com-
‘munist ideals of ‘government in Ruk-
igig. . Our.,relations . with one of the
fepld’s sgreatest countnes are sense-

e

sty . Gbstructed  and: confused be-|-

hafuse the. narrow-minded - politicians
m cbarge of the American govern-
mént sre* hidebound by a sentiment
ai -econongic-political bigotry. -

‘The "case of Peter Ochremenko
fxémi'nds us how incompetent our
‘governing politicians "are:” It is to
the credit of Senator Borah that he
has always -opposed this foolish
policy of pretending to ignore a gov-
ernment whose form fis not agree-

able to’ politicians whose party has

as Harding, Daugherty, Fall, Hays,
Mellon, Grundy and Bingham.
B R JN.
HE DOESN’T LIKE ATHEISTS
One impression is conveyed quite
clearly in a letter from J. T. McDill
(Colorado) —namely, that Mr. Me-
Dill doesn’t like atheists. For the
rest, his letter is very befuddled. It
is about the kind of letter we:should |
expect from a man who is writing
under the spur of smarting  impa-
tience.. Reason has mno part in -it.
Truth—in stating the position taken
by atheists—is overleaped in a wild
hurdle. The nicest thing to conclude
is that Mr. McDill wasn’t feeling
well when he wrote this letter.

|Judge for yourself:

I note in a recent issue that you
are considerably “het: up” over
the way certain atheists have been
persecuted in free America.

I would remind you that these
same atheists have been seeking
martyrdom for the sake of their
religion. And they should not
complain when they find it.

You have.- furniture in - your
house. {Jt is composed of rags
and sticks and stones and senti-
mental values. Suppose some
roughneck should try to throw
that furniture out of - the win-
dow—pictures and relics which are
of no use. = You would make a
martyr of him p. d. q. It is much
the same with sentimental values
which are not sticks and rags. 1
have known a good many atheists.
They are all alike. They break
up my mental playhouse and pet
superstitions. Atheists are simply
religious fanatics in reverse gear.

The religion ‘of atheism is
merely the ancient phallus wor-
ship revamped. New names have
been invented for Hermes, Aphro-
dite and Bacchus. Brain-drying
cigarettes have been added to the
flowing bowl. The new mythology
bristles with scientific terms.

But it is the same old religion
with not a new lidea in it. Its
devotees do the same old things in
the same old way with the same
old results.

The guff about intellect is bunk.
What fis -the use of an intellect
in B universe without a purpose?
To. the average man ‘“September
Morn” is more beautiful than Ein-
stein’s theory.

In seeking pleasure you: might
as well try to compare a jumping
toothache to. la weddmg 'feast as
to try to compare’ all other forms
of pleasure  with sex. As: for
Duty, Human Brotherhood, Love
of Neighbor—forget -it. - Get a big
.ar. - The man with the big car. is
an only son. He has no brothers.
-~If - you :can’t -use your. frlends,
dxscard them. All the world; is &

. Jemon.- Squeeze it, Bunk. -
Can. it be -that - Mr. McDill. is
spoofing me?. Experienced as I ‘am
with the mind-wrecking possibilities.
of - bunk . gladly embraced, 1.find it|
‘hard to credit that any man who.is
capable - of - putting . one word- after
another -in an intelligible order can
be: so unintelligent in_ his .meaning.
Take Mr. McDill’'s opening “argu-
ment”—can he really. mean it .in
all seriousness? ¥ don’t know. There
are persons who cannot see the dif-
ference between a man pitching one’ s

furniture out of one’s house and a}

man attacking one’s ideas.
sumption is that Mr.

~ The pre-
McDill

-| faithfully upon his :theory.
-lhe- find

"Inot  so popular.

is]

muon: those !ooliak persons:. he has

surely not - seek - the . reputation of

i a mentally incompetent person  and
i | present himself as less - intelligent

than he-is.

<801 must take tbe fellow’s mind
as ‘he reveals it. And it occurs:to
me that he wouldn’t be a desirable
neighbor—not "if he should proceed
He at-
tacks my ideas; therefore, wouldn’t
it just. as easy for ‘his
conscience to come into my house
and hurl my books out of the ,win-
dow and smash my music records
and pitch out chairs: and ocarpets?
He argues that the. one thing (op-
 position to a man’s ideas or “pet
superstitions”) .is comparable to the
other thing (breaking up a man’s
furniture) : so I.repeat that, on the
strength of .his own statement, he
would be a neighbor to bear sus-
picious watching. .

Atheists, we are told, have ‘been
“seeking martyrdom.” - How tricky
words are! Here is. a2 man who

other man who doesn’t like the first
man’s ideas: therefore we 'are told
that in expressing his ideas the first
man is “seeking. martyrdom.” Why
should an atheist be accused of “seek-
ing martyrdom” more than a de-
fender of Christianity? Atheism is
Does it follow,
then, that any man who utters ideas
that are not popular is “secking
martyrdom”? If that is  true, all
the advanced thinkers in the- his-
tory of mankind were “seeking mar-
tyrdom”; and it is implied that they:
were not sincere or, at-any rate,
that they were not genuinely inter-
ested in their ideas—that they were
not interested in self-expression nor
in the advancement of their thought
so much as in the martyrdom which
was their chief object—that, para-
doxically, the only men who have a
real interest in ideas are those who
merely echo the popular notions.
Whether “seeking martyrdom” or
not, it is a fact that progressive
thinkers have often experienced mar-
tyrdom. Apparently Mr. MeDill
blames these victims of intolerance
rather than the real crime of intol-
tolerance. I trust this sort of “rea-
soning” will amuse you a Dbit—
o‘therwise Mr. MeceDill’s letter will
be quite wasted. What he says
about the “religion” of atheists is
illustrative of - the well-known at:
tempt to discredit a man’s ideas by
libeling ‘the chatfacter of the man
himself. Mr. McDill doesn’t show
the slightest cleverness in this fool-
ish,  dishonest mode of - attack.  .It
is to be noted 'that he does not dzs»
cuss atheism.” Ideas—what ecan . re-
ally be: called ifeas—are conspicu-
ously lacking in his letter. “What
is -the-use of an intellect in a uni-
verse wilitout a -purpose?” he asks.
I might answer-that briefly enough:
The use of an intellect in a universe
without a: purpose i3:to- get-along in-
telligently - in. this -universe.” But,
Judging from - his letter, -Mr. ‘McDill

pose—at least. not in his letter—and
SIe-'we can .understand why “he feels
the uselessness of an. mtellect

Ll Atheut Poetry
- SELECTED BY  CHARLES SMITH
FUNERAL INSTRUCTIONS

"When o’er my cold.and lifeless clay
-The parting words of love are said,
And friends and kindred meet to pay
Their last fond tribute to the dead,

b+

i;n'clnged " such ““honored statesmen”

Uciurd Shipley Tells the Fascinating Story of the Evolution of Life

- In_ah our_ blstory of educational publishing, we have never made-a
‘:hore Jmportant announcement than this—namely, that we have just com-
‘pleted -for distribution. to lovers-of knowledge through America: The Key
,g, Evwolution, by Maynard S'hlp]ey, in four attractively printed double

lumes-—ln all, 240, 000 words. in which is fully told- the story of how
w bhas evolved through the geologlcal ages.

jon. - Whether discussing stars’

~We' oﬁ’er ‘this work as of" speclal and fundamenta] :mportance. be-
se an: understanding . of -evolution- is the universal ,essential key- to all
edge. Modern .scholars treat every subject from the  standpoint:of

or rehgxons or 'governments or  the

rms of 1ife, their guiding. principle is to trace. ‘the growth of these thxnga.

;Evokztiﬂn ineans an’ enormous ‘broadening of - history.
Fundamental evolution is, of course, that pertaining to the origin and

dnvelapment of the forms of life.

A clear and thorough: understanding: of

‘the way life has evolved, and how from it all the manifestations of .nature
and soclety have evolved, is the basis which must-be laid- for any educa-

,t;on that .is worthy of the name. .

The tlﬂes of the eight books which constltute the ‘four doub!e volumes

‘of The Kay to Ewolution are as follows:

1. How Life Began—the Story
“Ear]y Development on the Earth.
2

of the Appearance of Life and ¥t»

How Plants. Arose—Evolution From Bacteria to Oak Trees.

. The VOngm of Animals—Evolution From' One-Celled to Air-Breath-

Ang Forms
L. 4
o B,
L 6.
LT

. 8' .

The Origin of Backboned Animals, .

..-From Amphibian to Man—the Origin of Higher Land Animals, -
Man, Cousin to the Apes—Proof of Manw’s Simian Desoent.
Embryology and Evolution—the Pedigree of Man Made - anible.
Causes’ and Methods of Evolution, -

In Four-Double Volames. Size 51/2:8% Incha. 240 66 Worlc.
Only $2.45 Postpaid

Haldenan-]nlms Publications, Gnnrd Kalsu ’

e~

; ‘Enclosed is $2.45 for which
"> Bvelubion by Maynard Shipley.

' .- Address
I . ~

USE THIS ORDER BLANK

Ha}deman-Juhue Pubhcatlous. Girard, Kansas
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Let no stern priest with solemn droue

1§ A formal liturgy intene,

‘The Key to Evolution

Whose creed is foreign to my own.

Let not a word be whispered there
-In pity for my unbelief,

Or sorrow that I could not share
The views that give . their souls

- relief,

My faith to me is no less dear,

Nor less convincing and sincere

Than- theirs, so rigid and austere.

Let no stale words of . church-born
song
‘Float out.upon.the silent aijr
To :prove, by implication, wrong
.The soul of  him: then lying there,
Why should such words . be- glxbly
sung -
O’er omne upon . whose hvmg tongue
Such empty phrases  never hung?
—J. L. S
L
THERE -18 .NO, GOD
Abont the - turbulent . pandemonium
‘Ot this obtuse insgnsabe age, one
song
Truth lifts, with steady. roll ‘of env
couraging -'drum, .
1And trumpets. blowing - sky‘wxde and
sky-strong. .
“Thers is . no God!” (Hear  it!).
" “There never was God,
Except in the sick fantasies of men.,
Men gréw of some bhnd vn'tuo in
- the mud, :
Not of - prevision, ‘not: of wxll nor
- " plan.’ d
And all their clamor" (Hear it) “to
-the “wraith, -
| Their selfish goalless prayers. their
patterned psalms,

:{ Waste the brief hours measured them

before death,
Pander to dark- fevered deliriums.
And for man,” (Hear it again!)
- “let him stand proud,
That he can see at last. there is+no
God.” .
-—Glement Wood,
¥ @ & .
‘BELIRYE OR BURN

| God - published & tale- o! & gul and

a ghoct.
Of devils in pxgo ud hu ‘sop on &
cross, - .
And ordered omr. race: to behevo :t
. - or'réast—. .. :
~For-his- mercy - end B

placed ; himse}f on record: he would |

expresses certain ideas: here is an-

 seems .to: have mo -intelligent pur-}

-| later :-debates - this ' “yery.:

ened  membey- of - thd body:
it could ‘mot: be- i’el&untmd‘he Gon»

In the World
‘of Books:

. Weakly Reviews and Other'
Literary Ruminations

'Iom".ﬁoldb&eg

. OVERDONE - AND UNDERDONE

:Lope "De-Vega.. Monster of. - Na-
ture. <By.-Angel. Flores, -
$3.50. .

I looked :forward - to this book, but
I had ‘not gone very far in it- be-
fore I knew :that I.was to. be: dis-.
appointed. - ‘Lope ‘De Vega was, as

Cervarntes -called him, -a prodigy of |}
He:is in the high ‘tradition|

nature.:
of' Spanish creativeness, whether-you
take this word in the sense. of .artis-
tic ‘or*of ecarnal fertility. ‘He  was

‘a Don Juan, a nian of the cloth (and
.of the bedsheets), a soldier, a- sa;lor, :

the author of some twenty-five hun-
dred plays "and, one. may- well be-
lieve, of unnumbered children.. The
life “of such a man, if it be any-
thing, is versatile. Every moment
is filled with love or hate.. A book

about him should be dazzling, breath-.

taking, with moments: of repose to
set off the brilliant action. I-have
not counted the plays that- Lope
wrote; I even wearied, years age; of
keeping track of those that I read.
If we remember Lope today, :it is
for - his ‘position - in .:Spanish .litera-
ture, : and' not. for his martxal .OF |
amatory exploits. C :

‘The emphasw of contemporary
blography, however, -is upOn the
gossipy  elements of ~a man’s- llfe
As a result, we find that Mr.- Flores
has' :-badly. overwritten his .narra-
tive, and has:concentrated not. upon
Lope the dramatist, but upon Lepe
the profligate.  The book .is ‘but 214
pages -long,  yef it produces -the
effect in many places of artificial
padding. A few examples:

“Curtains hung in calm. lifeless
frigidity, the carnations in @ the
flower pots listened drowsily, in!
blushing expectancy . . .” .

“Lope felt again. the softness of
his pillow,. and the .mattress, and
the red smell of sex. He .placed
h’is’ff!{xand ‘once more on Elena’s .burn-
ing - breast... His  volcanic . bleod
boiled with passion and he -tri,ed to
crush Elena’s beauty in. the orgias-
fie-;embrace of his voluptuousness 2
(Am we reading ‘a’ dime thriller?)
. “Gall. boiled ‘in the marrew of his
bones: and bile: in" his soul.  .He. ex:
ploded in venomous. verse.”™

“They wrangled and they wrestled
and ‘their . nails left venomous, hiero-
glyphics on . each other’s faces. .- .
'Lopo’ sensed the danger. and, pns}:-
ing “her' into’ a _corner -he -fished

2

for: it (i e., the letter) in.the warm
{ocean ofhef breast. 34 Was therel
like . a" 'poor: sleepy butterfly nesting

between two rzpe and luxuriant ap-
ples.”

The - ‘Spaniard’s.. umveree, our .au-|
thor-tells - us, is emphatically phallic.

‘After -.reading this bhook ‘we may
‘well believe that ‘Senor ‘Flores is-a|-
rSpanlard ‘The real Lope is too .far

in the. background ‘Pape .after- page
of - history that: is easily “to be  got
elsewhere -halts such marrative as
we have: The essential prodigy ‘of
natisre -that - Lope : was—the man- I
had: looked forward to- readmg about
—has -been sacrificed to make a
biographer’s holiday.. ;
LI R
THE DIRTY LITTLE SECRET

Pornography and Obscenity. By
D. H. Lawrence. New York A A
Knopf. = $1.

This- -short essay of some eight
thousand words is one:of the last
thirigs that Lawrence wrote before
he died. ‘Almost at the moment that
he was writing it -some humorless
smut-hounds. -oficour Congress were
undertaking - an mvestigxtlon Jnto
certain-books-among which. was Lady
Chatterley’s: Lover, :by: Lawzence. .. In
pamphlet
; énlxght—

was yeferrvedr, to by % ra

‘gressional . Record, for.ithat. oérgasn
of -unintentional’, humor:- could very
well < stand: an- oecasmnal dose or
comimon  sehse. g

Lawrence; - 1 believe, way:: one of
the cleanest minds' that :ever lived.
Ho. thought-too much of sexto make
of it what he accused civilization .of
making. of -it—a--dirty little secret:
{ In - this: dirty secrecy he found un-.
health; disease. What we have been

‘trained ta: oall purity. he found 't'oul.

There -isya story that the wemen: .of

Clthe Middls -Ages": .coverad -their’ lep-

rous bregsts . with.. héaub:ful sink
lace, -« Modern : punhy is.:the ‘beautis

ful - silk that .covers- the leptosy we,

have made of sex. -
Although therg is: uothmg mx tl!ns
pamphlet that. will be .new'sto 80
enlightened : mmd, Lawrom'.e dighix
fies . the: =subject by’ the ‘beauty ' of
his.-language.. and-"the . unashamed
nakednesy -of- his:. thmkmg.
eseay -is - well sworth owning.

. Fear: is what . prostrates men- be-
fore -their imaginary .Gods.  Knowl:

edge brings. courage- and a- mumo-‘

tive dealing  with. life—in whiel re:
ligien, . which constructs only um-e-
ahtxes, has no part v

' Jb.used to e said: - meaﬁnmm
next to godliness.” . Now -cleanliness’
;s placed & loug way: ﬁead of. god~
liness, .

Bren%ano Sef-

Ths*

O‘ne shonkl yoot htso unm t«ht :

A Smashmg Attack On Chrzstzamty

The ‘Antichrist

by Friedrich Nietzsche -

N

Nietzsche’s Fighting Purpose

“This is the undymg denanciation of Chris-
. tianity which | shall write apon all walls,
wherever there are walls. I have letters
1l that will burn even upon the eyeballs of
the blind. 1 call Christianity the one great
"“curse, the one intrinsic depravity, the one
“black impulse of resentment, for which no
subterfuge is too vile, or too furtive, or too
underhand, or too mean. I say this thing is
the one indelible blot upon the achievement
of man.”—From The Antichrist.

A Book That All Should Read

" “It was a beantifal edition of The Anti-
christ from which a group of us read aloud.
But when we read the translator’s comment
that this was an essay for the few, E. H.-J.
exclaimed in impatience: ‘It is not. It is
for the many.’ Because of this conviction
and of the high mood the reading of it stirred '
in us, E. H.-J. is printing the entire essay.
May you find, also, as you are borne along
by the clean wind of Nietzsche's tlwught a
long, revedling lift in the fog.”—Marcet

. Haldeman-Julius. '

"As a great liberating work, Nietzsche’s The An-
tichrist should be read by millions. It is an in-
tellectual loss to the world that only a few should
know this masterpiece. Such a work is an im-
mensely stimulating message of civilization. It
is an inspirer of bold, free thinking. It is de-
structive of the superstitions which stand in the
‘way of true, civilized values—and at the same
time it is constructive in its vision of Jofty, pro-
gressive knowledge. The Antichrist is one of
those books which are essential cornerstones in
the building of an intelligent society. Here is a
'book that should belong to all men—why, then,
should it be reserved for the rare appreciation
of a few individuals here and there?

- This masterpiece by Nietzsche is Lnown by
name to many who have not read it, and it has
an uncontested place among the best classics of
free-thinking criticism and controversy. Every-
one who is familiar with modern literature has
heard of this work. It is a strange paradox that
The Antichrist is a recognized classic of world
literature—known to be one of the greatest works

generally.  This fact is not so strange, however,

popularization which. this book-so motably merits.
Tt has pot been called to the attention of the mass

shelves, ghnced at only by Tfew ‘'students spe-

cially mterested in Nletzscbe-—nd even so, many
afi

It is'a misconception to unagmq Nletzsche as an
esoteric scholar, writing in laugt}age comprehen-
sible or interesting only to a fey. He was, in-
deed, a fine scholar—learned ih languages, in
lnstory, in philosophy, in the art of thmkmg But
his scholarshlp appears most lucidly in The Anti-
christ, in a style that must prove fascinating and
impressive to the average reader. Strong words
are in this book. Noble words are in this book.
Words that burn, words that crash with a thunder
of denunciation, are in this book. These words
are-the fitting instruments of ideas that are pow-
erful, that are majestic, that are inspired by a
vision of greater humanity.

Nietzsche was tremendously in earnest when
he wrote The Antichrist. The reader cannot fail
to be impressed: by the flashing, challenging- ardor
of this book. Here is- Nietzsche’s mest careful,
most completely and powerfully phrased indict-
ment of an institution and .a scheme of life-dis-
tortion that he hated above all other things. Here
is the most vivid statement of Nietzsche’s phi-
losophy—a philosophy which has been subjected
to much mlsrepresentatmn. Like other great
thinkers, though in his own unique way, Nietzsche
performed a mighty intellectual labor for the
advancement of civilization. 'And he saw Chris-
tianity as the virulent and treacherous foe of
civilization. -He recognized it as a gigantic curse.
He perceived in this mess of religion the most
sickening denial of true, living values.

declared that mankmd conld ot progress toward

of modern controversy—yet has mot been read

when one reﬂects that there lms never been the

of readers.,, It has reposed glucurely on library -

Deliver-
|ing fearlessly his message of truth, Nietzsche

A Popular Edition of This Great Class'ic»

admirers of Nietzsche bave mot read this most
sweeping and militant of all his works.

'But now a popular edition of this great classic
has been printed by the Haldeman-Julius Publi-
cations,. and Nietzsche’s mighty labor of cultural
emancipation will at last serve its intended and
its full purpose. Its exposure of a supreme
fraud—the fraud of Christianity—can now be
widely effective. Its strong, clear, daring, and
sham-blasting scholarship can extend itself
throughout an immense field of action. In par-
ticular, freethinkers can now enjoy the supreme,
devastating criticism of Christianity which Nietz-
sche, dealing in the plainest language yet with all
the equipment of assiduous scholarship, wrote in
the very spirit of one doing battle for the precious

.values of -civilization.

This book will be a valuable addition to the
library of every freethinker. It is really indis-
pensable for ‘anyone who would have a thought-
ful view of the Christian religion, who would
realize the significance of Christianity in the his-
tory of mankind, who would have a true analysis
of Christian cullure and a noble vision of that
culture which i5.-above and beyond Christianity.

A wide and true appreciation of ~Nigtzsche's
The Antichrist would be fatal to continued- belief
in the superstitions of Christianity—in this amaz-
ing, reason-defying, anti-civilized scheme of super-
stition. Because it is an educational work second
to none in importance, we want The Antichrist to
have a large, popular, vitally mﬂuenﬂal cumlltml.

A Masterpleqe of Noble and Flaming WOrds

2 strong, happy, intelligent life save as it threw
off the gross and heavy delusion of Christianity.

The sum of Nietzsche’s message has been more
and more keenly realized by thinking people. All
culture, all scholarship, all progressive thought
goes to support the indictment of Christianity
which Nietzsche made in The Antichrist. Yet
nothing can equal that compact and vivid attack
of a great scholar upon the world’s greatest curse.
Nietzsche was in a fighting mood when he wrote
The Antichrist—and that is why every line of
this book burns_ its way into the mind of the
reader. And with all his militancy, with all his
graphic and unreserved style of denunciation,
Nietzsche was still judiciously the scholar. His
message was carefully weighed and prepared, and
every word of it—the strongest and the most
startling word—is backed by a sure, critical
scholarship. In The Antichrist the reader can see
Chrwhanrty utterly stripped of all its pretensions.

We are issuing The Antichrist in a popular
yet nice edition at the small price of 50c a
copy. It is prmted on an extra good quality
of book paper, in a face of very readable
9-point type. It is a 64-page book, the
pages being 8'%x5Y; inches in size. This
is an excellent job of publishing in every’
detail and is a worthy form in whick this
splendid masterpiece finds its introduction
to the larger public for whom it is so essen-
tially meant. Order teday your copy of
this greatest of all ctlocks, scholorly yet
scorching,

'v Haldeman-Julius Publ;eatlons, Gu'anl Kansas

Nietzsche. -
: Nome

Bt R A AN ALBCIR DE X

Reproduced 2008 by Bank of Wlsdom LLC

Use This Order Blank for “The Antlchrlst”

I am elclosmg 50c, for whtcb seld me postpa:d a copy of The Anttclmsl by Fnednch w

Addte“ 8 0 e ae -4": a0 e a8 ¢ v e 0 o] S OO OO RN R R R R s OO N R R S IS SURE T W) o

c‘ty :00'..ll‘.l'loicl.'.nl'.l.l!lfl.llo....‘

N

\

SRR

State.......................-...




	BOW: Reproduced 2008 by Bank of Wisdom, LLC
	Web: www.bankofwisdom.com
	CentMenu: To Centeral Menu
	Men1: To Menu-2


