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Views and Opinions.

The Condescending Christian.

~have before remarked that the Christian in his
catment of the Freethinker passes through three dis-
1 ct stages. In the first instance he depicts the
tTt«c as someone almost incredibly vile. There is a
Q1 reason for this, since in order to justify his sup-
tssion, he must be loaded with moral opprobium and
e social censure used to enforce the religious coll-
ieNation. So to the orthodox imagination unbelief
ponies a mere cloak to cover incredible scoundrelism.
catalogue of vices is drawn up of which the Free-
'Hker ought to be guilty, and the heretic of religious
chon is made to live up to the programme. The next
,,'Te is when the Freethinker is better known, and the
~Ir>stian assumes a pitying attitude. The heretic may
Oa decent sort of a fellow, although he is terribly
Staken in his views, but—and the “ but” is
, together fatal. Then, as Freethinkers become better
hown, he is promoted to almost the level of the Chris-
1 himself. Sometimes we are told that he may be
as a Christian, a degree of excellence which
a visitor from another planet would hardly appear
0 mark an incredible degree of moral development,
these three stages | much prefer the first. 1| would
tier be slandered than snivelled over at any time,
to be told that one is as good as a Christian, or is
j j-hristian without knowing it, is to insult one in a
. I'tke sort, of a way that is annoying without its
Ug one a plain chance of resenting the impertin-
e- Personally, | have no desire to be mistaken for
“ristian, and | hope never to so act as to give
‘asonable ground for the imputation.

to

* *

Th *
‘e Sum an Atheist.
hat has been said has been suggested by a para-

fil which occurs in a review of Revelations of a
‘orary Life, by David Cuthbertson, sub-librarian of
stolnW h University. The author tells the following

drry Professor Drummond. Said Drummond, ad-
n aclass, “ I knew a student in Edinburgh, an
fro ~heist. He lodged with a man who came

yOu a S00d home, but contracted typhus. What do
tOl nrh the Atheist did? He neglected his classes
Uirse his chum, who after a severe struggle, re-
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covered. What of the nurse? He contracted the
disease and died. That Atheist died and went to
heaven and received the ‘ well done, thou good and
faithful servant.” ” | have no doubt the author of the
book regards this as a fine testimony to the liberal
character of Drummond’s mind, and it may be that
Drummond intended the story to be a lesson in
liberalism to his students. Nor do I, in commenting
on it, mean to imply that this is quite a common sort
of thing for an Atehist to do, and is in some way
characteristic of Atheists. To imply this would be
only to act as the Christian acts—with the same nar-
rowness of view and the same mental impertinence.
The right moral for Drummond to have drawn from
this act would have been that human nature is at its
best greater and better than all the theologies, and the
finer virtues have nothing whatever to do with our
religious beliefs. But it will be observed that this is
clearly not the moral drawn. The “ well done, thou
good and faithful servant,” with the promise of en-
trance into the Christian heaven proves it. Drum-
mond’s moral was the old one, the Atheist might be
as good as the Christian, he could not be better. And
the greatest reward the Christian can think of, even
in the next world, is that the Atheist will find
himself on a level with the Christian. If there is a
next world, | for one, hope that will not be the case.
| should raise no objection to Christians having a
heaven all to themselves. They deserve it.

* * *

Showing Their Hand.

There is nothing at all startling in Drummond’s
story—to an Atheist. | could parallel it with an ex-
perience of my own, that of a personal friend, a young
and rising medical man who contracted typhoid
through more than professional devotion to some of his
poorer patients, and who died telling the nurse that
if there were a God there would be some pretty plain
speaking when they met. What is interesting is the
psychology of Drummond’s story. There would be no
point in it unless it were believed that the Atheist had
less humanity about him than has the Christian. And
the only foundation for that belief is the wholesale
ljung and slandering by perfectly good Christians
about those who do not believe their doctrines. That
can be the only reason why Drummond thought it
worth while pointing out that an Atheist did what
hundreds, probably thousands, of people are doing
every week in some form or another. Of course, in the
majority of cases it is not advertised. Men and women
help each other, nurse each other, take risks for each
other, and sometimes pay the full cost of the risks they
run. It is only advertised when it happens to be done
in the name of Christ, while the larger number of cases
are known only to an immediate circle of friends.
Clearly, if Christians had lied less about their op-
ponents, if they had slandered them less, if they had
been brought up with a healthier appreciation of the
qualities and capabilities of normal human nature,
Professor Drummond would not have needed to inform
his class that an Atheist might be a decent human
being. The story was doubtless intended as a compli-
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mcnt to some Atheists. It is actually an indictment of
Christians and Christianity.

©
The Humanity of Atheism.

I am not at all concerned in trying to prove that
Atheists are in some mysterious way made of superior
stuff to that of which Christians are composed. To
argue thus is to repeat the stupidity of Christians with
a variation of terms. With many of us it is a case of
“ There but for the grace of God go |I.” Most of us
can trace in our experience little things, educational,
social, often accidental, which lifted us out of the
Christian rut and put us on a better path. What | am
arguing against is that detestably unhealthy habit of
labelling merely human virtues as though they were
peculiarly a product of Christianity or of Christian
influence, and what | am arguing for is a recognition
of the healthy truth that morality is a social product.
The author from whom | have taken the Drummond
anecdote tells the story as illustrating the latter’s
liberality of mind. But it is quite clear that had his
hearers really understood the nature of morality, had
they been taught that morality springs from, and has
sole regard to the social relationships, there would
have been no point in the story and no need for its
telling. The Atheist does not need an anecdote to in-
form him that a Christian may act in a human manner.
He knows that human nature, like murder, will out,
and the moral promptings which are the expressions of
so many thousands of generations of associated life
cannot be prevented expressing themselves by the most
anti-social religious teachings. The Atheist, in fact,
outdoes the Christian in breadth of morals as lie does
in intellectual view. His philosophy embraces and
explains the Christian, the Christian can neither under-
stand nor explain the Atheist. We understand him
because most of us have been where he is. He has
never been where we are, and he faces us like a man
on crutches marvelling at the insecurity of balance of
one who has only two legs on which to depend.

* * *

The Evolution of Materialism.

Those who are interested in dead books will re-
member that Professor Henry Drummond was the
author of Natural Law in the Spiritual World. The
book made a stir among religionists when it first ap-
peared because it pretended to apply the concept of
evolution to religion and morals, and claimed to effect
the same reconciliation between religion and evolution
that Bishop Butler did with natural and revealed
religion. For a time what are called in the religious
world—with unconscious sarcasm— advanced thinkers
seized on the book, lectured on it, wrote on it as though
the age-long warfare between religion and science
were at an end. In a very few years the book went
the way of numerous other religious defences, and the
pious found the enemy steadily gaining ground. Now
one of Professor Drummond’s discoveries was that re-
ligion was a product of evolution, and that the evolu-
tionary process itself was a designed preparation for
the creation of religion. This was, of course, a mis-
understanding of the whole position. Of course,
religion is a product of evolution, but so is everything
else, good, bad, and indifferent. One of the funda-
mental lessons of evolution is precisely that which
neither Drummond nor his temporary supporters saw.
Thus it is that religion itself is only a stage in the
mental evolution of mankind. Of necessity man’s early
conception of the play of the natural forces is cast
into a supernaturalistic form. And to this rule morals
form no exception. Deeply rooted though morality
may be in the affective life it is in early application
coloured by what man conceives to be the will of the
gods. In this way the historic association between
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religion and morality is established, to the confusion
of morals in theory, and to its injury in practice. The
true lesson of evolution is that just as man has got rid
of the rule of the gods in the world of physical forces,
so he must get rid of them in the world of ideas and
of moral activity. The laws of morality are as inherent
in social life as the laws of physics are in the world of
atoms and forces. In the recognition of this truth lies
the end of all religions. CHAPMAN COHEN.

“The Resurrection as the
Evolution of Man.”

Such is the title of a most remarkable sermon preached
before the University of Cambridge on Sunday)
May 6, by the Rev. J. H. Skrine, D.D., and published
in the Guardian of May 11. Dr. Skrine was vicar
of St. Peter-in-the-East, Oxford, and well-known
through his writings and sermons, particularly by AIS
contributions to the correspondence columns of die
Guardian. Unfortunately the reverend gentle®31
died a few days after the delivery of his last serfflojl
having expressed a wish that it should be published in
the Guardian. There is much in this discourse tbat
is perfectly true and beautifully said. For exa®PIc’
it rejects the common theological notion that dif
Resurrection of Christ was a miracle, “ an even
without a cause in anything under heaven, an irrllP®
tion of the Divine on the course of human history-

Dr. Skrine says :(—

It (the Resurrection) has been called by Christ*3l
apologists the supreme miracle which makes irr .
vant the sceptist’s criticism of lesser miracles. V*
conception, | will urge, must be exchanged for ’.
opposite. So far from a contradiction of Nature, t**
rising from the dead is Nature’s fulfilment, is *
world-process consummated, the world-secret ntte®
at length aloud, the riddle of the painful earth sobe
at last.

Whatever else he may have been, Dr. Skrine V&
thorough-going evolutionist. To ascertain whether
not his conception of evolution is scientifically
is the object of the present article. As a result O
most careful examination of the sermon as a whole
arc bound to pronounce its conception of evolutionl *
thorough-going as to be wholly unscientific. P~
word, natural evolution, which is whole-heartedlj’ 1"
cognized, is used simply as a peg upon which to Lillgj
a peculiar theory of supernatural evolution. Thel n
course starts with life which is admitted to °¢ _

. . N |
struggle of the organism to win harmony with its
viromnent, but which is claimed to be something
namely, “ the mutual adaptation of the creature
the creative power, the interchange of selfhood bet" '
them, the interpenetration of part and whole,
unit and the universe.” The sermon proceeds tin®e« ~

ar

If life is this, wliat is the picture of the wOl!ljjfe
Nature and human nature which this category 0 . ff
unrolls before us? We see a'universe endeavor*
to live, to live unto God, to unite itself with the
reality by that mode of union which is the vita gl
ness, the mutual creation of life between two. J jc
on the level below organic life, that of the ®ec “oCa]
universe, the principle of existence is this recip 0j
self-donation; it is by the interchange of the 101 mps
attraction and of light-reflection that in Words**'0
phrase, “ the most ancient heavens are fre*ll jicrb
strong.” On the level of organic existence, tle *
and tree exist by absorbing one element of the 3 re.
phere and breathing out another; the aninia  gQjl.
ciprocating the stimuli of air, moisture, a® .jGjj
Man as animal by respiration, circulation, dig
and the reaction of tissue to heat and cold.
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Thus far we have had a bit of science coloured and
vitiated by theology. What we see is not a universe
trying to live unto God, but a universe actually living
unto itself, a universe which cannot help living, having
no choice whatever in the matter, and without the
remotest idea of a God unto whom to live. At this
Point we come to theology naked and unashamed,
whose originator for the preacher is Paul:—

But this endeavour of the universe to live unto God
by the indwelling of the creature in the Creator is an
endeavour which does not attain. Paul describes the
failure : “ The whole creation groaneth and travaileth
in all its members until now "—travails to be de-
livered of a birth, the birth of life, of life indeed, life
unto God; travails but has not deliverance. Need 1
illustrate that? Illow infinitesimal is the circle of
space with which the most potent creature unifies his
being, and how brief a time does it maintain such
union. Man, whose note is progress, whose type is
not like the beast’s stereotyped and unexpandible;
who began as a feeble crawler in primeval woodlands,
then rose erect and marched to the shores of ocean;
who yesterday made him boats to cross the sea, to-day
has made wings to navigate air, to-morrow (who can
say ?) may navigate the ether; man whose mind out-
strips his body and moves at large into the infinite
numbers and measures and weighs the stars of the
great deep—how little is the life has even'he unto God,
with how little of the world spiritual has he identified
himself...... Thus the whole creation groaneth and
travaileth to give birth to a manhood wholly alive
unto God, and is not delivered of that birth. Man-
kind, the roof and crown of Nature, did not attain
to the life of oneness with God.

In that strange theology there is no room whatever
the doctrine of the Fall, for, according to its teach-
man is not a being who has fallen from an ideal
state to one of utter lostness and helplessness, but a
fo'ing who passed through all the stages of evolution
arl became “ the roof and crown of Nature,” whose
f'n consists not in his ever having had a great fall, but
1M his incapacity to rise to a sense of complete union
'v*th God. The truth, however, is that this idea of the
groaning and travailing of the universe in pain until
h°w, has no foundation in fact but only in a theological
doeam which has never, and never will, become true.
Science can discern no trace of it anywhere. It is not
Rue to any fact in the universe at large, or to any stage
'n the evolution of life in particular. Of a Supreme
foing called God we know absolutely nothing, nor
(focs Nature ever so remotely aim at or recommend a
life of communion with such a being. In all proba-
Mity, if it had not been for the theological bondage
rorn which he failed to extricate himself, Dr. Skrinc
~eyld have been fully as consistent an evolutionist as
for Ray Eankestcr or Professor Schafer. Unfortun-
ately, his theological captivity necessitated his indul-
kence in several most absurd statements. Take the
following :(—

Mankind did not attain. But a man attained. The
man, Jesus of Nazareth, he alone of all men before
him and after him, lived within a brief mortal span,
a life of perfect union with that reality which he
called, “ My Father that is in heaven.” It was an
existence of unreserved sacrifice, a gift of self to
God and to his fellow-men which was absolute. When
We speak of Christ’'s work as a revealing of the
Father by teaching and example and sinlessness of
conduct, we are leaving the essential act of Christ
unnamed. Sinlessness is a negative goodness, and,
like all universal negatives, cannot be proved. Who
could show us that JeSus never sinned ? But that he
wholly lived unto God, this can be shown.

Here Jesus is treated as a mere man, without the
"fihtcst hint at his deity ; and yet he is represented
as achieving what no other man in all the world has

GVer succeeded in doing. Of the truth of this wild
assertipn no evidence whatever can be adduced. We
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have no means of ascertaining what even his teaching
really was. It was not taken down in shorthand, and
there is no proof that it was written in longhand for
many years after his death. It was simply impossible
for anyone to offer a verbatim report of his discourses
and conversations. His private life is not known at
all. 'We must bear in mind that Dean Inge has just
stated that the materials for a biography of Jesus “ are
miserably scanty,” and that “ some of these are not
scientific history as we understand it.” Even granting
the historicity of the Gospel Jesus, we hold the view
that there is nothing to show that he led an ideal life
or possessed an absolutely perfect character.

The Gospel accounts of his crucifixion and resurrec-
tion likewise are to be taken with many grains of salt,
for they were written many years subsequent to the
alleged event described. If the Resurrection did occur
it must have been a stupendous miracle, a direct viola-
tion of natural law\ And yet in this discourse its
miraculous character is flatly denied, and it is described
as “ the final and all revealing moment in that orderly
process (of the world) ” as “ the full evolution of man-
kind.” This is really the old argument so passionately
stated in the fifteenth chapter of First Corinthians, in
a new setting, which is a totally unscientific and im-
possible setting :—

Whither went the Christ when he had entered into
his glory? Will he fulfil his promise, “ Because |
live ye shall live also ” ? Using the word “ evolu-
tion ” as we are no longer afraid to use it in a Divine
connection, | will say that, as the past of the Clirist-
event was the evolution of mankind in the person of
one man, Jesus the Christ; so the sequel of that his-
toric event is the evolution of the eternal Manhood
of Christ in the race of his fellow-men.

From the merely theoretical point of view all that is
intensely interesting. One wonders how the Manhood
of Jesus Christ is “ for ever being enlarged by uniting
to him in the union of a mutual life the souls one by
one that react to the touch of his human personality,
present and active everywhere, and let the Christ enter
in and dwell in them.” Of course this is pure meta-
physics, which no one does nor can understand, and
the more is said about it in this sermon the more in-
comprehensible it becomes. To the people generally
it sounds like sheer nonsense ; and the Modern Church-
men as a whole are renouncing it as mischievous
mysticism calculated to injure the prospects of the
Church. The plain duty of all sensible people is to
treat the story of the Resurrection as a fairy tale, or
an interesting legend, and devote themselves to a
serious attempt to face and Solve the many difficult
and intricate problems of the present life.

J. T. Lioyd.

A Woman’s Work for Freetkought.

Hail to the spirit which dared

Trust its own thoughts, before yet

Echoed her back by the crowd!

—Matthew Arnold on Harriet Martineau.

A Press announcement that Mrs. Annie Besant is in
indifferent health must cause a pang of regret to old
Freethinkers who recall her many years association
with the Freethought Movement. For fifteen stormy
years this gifted woman was in the very forefront of
the battle for Liberty, and her secession, a generation
ago, was a real and unmistakable loss to the Army of
Human Liberation. Those of 1Is who remember her
in the prime of her dazzling womanhood regarded her
much as the fervent Royalists of France esteemed
Marie Antoinette. She was a queen among women ;
at a time when female speakers were uncommon on
public platforms. Cultured to the finger-tips, she
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carried a weight of learning gracefully, and brought
a breath of romance to the sombre background of
propaganda.

Brought up amid the ease and luxury of a middle-
class home, she never flinched at the stern call of duty.
Matriculating at Eondon University, she took the
Bachelor of Science degree, with honours. Her know-
ledge of foreign languages was turned to capital
account, and she translated Soury’s Religion of Israel
and Jesus and the Gospels, and Buchner’s works. She
also wrote a volume of the admirable Freethinker’s
Text Book. As a debater and orator she had no serious
rival of her own sex, and some of the later belauded
women speakers on the temperance and other plat-
forms seemed timid and commonplace in comparison.

Thrust into leadership by her rare talents, she was
forced into journalism by the accident of her position,
but, even in the narrow way of propaganda, she, like
her illustrious colleague, Charles Bradlaugh, found
time to encourage genius. He, it will be recalled, in-
troduced that shy genius, James Thomson, the author
of The City of Dreadful Night, to the reading public ;
whilst she published Bernard Shaw’s novels, long
before that most brilliant of living writers had stormed
the bastions of success.

It is one of life’s little ironies that this militant Free-
thought apostle should have been a clergyman’s wife.
It was whilst she was alone in her husband’s church
that she discovered that she had the gift of oratory.
She had gone there to play the organ, but the whim
seized her of mounting the pulpit and delivering an
address to the empty benches. “ | knew of a verity,”
she wrote afterwards, “ that the gift of speech was
mine, and that, if ever—and then it seemed so im-
possible '—if ever the chance came to me of public
work, this power of melodious utterance should at
least win hearing of any message | had to bring.”

Popularly regarded as a leader, she was in reality
as much a disciple as any of the rank and file. She sat
at the feet of so many teachers, such as Dr. Pusey,
Dean Stanley, Charles Voysey, Moncure Conway,
Thomas Scott, Charles Bradlaugh, Mdme. Blavatsky,
the Fabians, to mention a few names that can be re-
called readily. After thus boxing the compass of
belief, she still finds numbers of well-dressed and ap-
parently educated people who regard her as the last of
the oracles, and who wait upon her lightest words.

What is the secret of her hold on such large numbers
of people? The explanation lies, we think, in her
bright and forceful personality, and also in her gift of
oratorjg which is very remarkable. How vividly do
her speeches come through the mist of the years'!
When she was at the meridan of her splendid power
she was easily the first among women speakers. When
she chanted, in a voice as sweet as a silver bell, the
Galilean’s requiem, or retold, in awed accents, the
piteous story of Giordano Bruno, or when she pleaded
for greater liberty in social matters for men and
women, the audiences cheered themselves hoarse in
their admiration of her consummate oratory. She was
an artist, and played on her audience as a musician
plays on an organ. At her farewell address at the old
Hall of Science, after fifteen years battling for Free-
thought, she made a most moving speech. Some of
her audience actually broke down, and grey-liaired
men were not ashamed to be seen,in tears.

She had fought a good fight. During those fifteen
stormy years she had suffered much for Freethought.
Sticks were broken across her ; lime was thrown at
her ; the foulest words in the language were used
against her. She was even declared to be unfit to have
the care of her own child. Most men would rather
have given up altogether than have endured this
treatment, if they had to break stones for a living.
Here was a cultured lady used to the refinements of a

THE FREETHINKER

May 27, 1923

gentlewoman, but she never flinched. The proud and
courageous record deserves a gesture of admiration.
Since that time her golden tongue has won a hear-
ing for many causes, but the fact emerges that her
best and most lasting work was done for militant Free-
thought. In estimating her remarkable career, this
part of her life looms largest, and overshadows the
smaller interests that succeeded. Paradoxical as it
may seem, this gifted high-priestess of a fashionable
latter-day superstition seems fated to pass through
life and to leave no lasting vestige save that memor-
able time when she gave fifteen years of her splendid
maturity to the cause of Secularism. Mimnermu$S-

Luther in the Light of To-day-

VI.
(Continued from page 300.)
Luther on the Jews.—These “ impudent lying devils
ought not to be allowed to praise or pray to God, since
“ their praise, thanksgiving, prayer, and teaching ar®
mere blasphemy and idolatry.” The penalty for any ®
of worship on the part of a Jew should be loss of 1‘ '
Not only all their books, but even “ the Bible to its la®
leaf ” shall be taken from them. Not only are their
synagogues to be burnt, but “ let him, who can, thr’'v
pitch and sulphur upon them; if anyone could thro"
hell-fire, it were good, so that God might see our earnes
ness, and the whole world such an example.”—Lutht 1
cited by Karl Pearson, “ Ethic of Freethought,” p. 217-
It is often urged, in defence of Euther’s intolerance
and violence of language, that he was engaged m
life and death struggle, that his enemies were seeking
his life, and that it was no time for kid-glove warfare'
This excuse, however, will not cover Luther’s treat
rnent of the Jews. The Jews had done no harm 10
Luther, they had no desire to harm him. They t°°
no interest in the Christian squabbles ; all they deshe”
was to be left in peace. They made no converts all
attempted no propaganda. Nor were they in a positiafj
to harm Luther even if they had so desired.
through the Christian ages they had with difficltV,
preserved a precarious existence. Without a countD
or government of their own, herded apart from /NC
common life of the cities and towns in their Ghetto5
like moral lepers, forced to wear a distinctive dress-"
the Gabardine—they lived like Damocles, under
sword suspended by a hair ; living barely by sufferancC
never knowing when that sufferance would be wu
drawn and themselves delivered to the mercies of u
followers of Christ for rapine, spoliation and murdef
during those periodical outbreaks of fanaticism so 5
tinctive of the religion of love, and which continliC
even to this day in the pogroms of northern Europe
Luther had nothing to fear from the Jews, yet he
rages against them even more furiously, if that "e
possible, than against the Romish Church. At h5
Luther had an idea of converting the Jews ; he thong
Christianity as presented in the new light of the
formation would prove niore acceptable to the 1
Moreover, what a triumph it would be for LutheT »
he could succeed where the older Church ha
- . .. about
signally failed. Luther was of the same opinion .
the Jews as the Primitive Methodist old lady was aboid
. not
the Pope ; she was convinced that the Pope was
a Primitive Methodist because he had never~ °°®”
properly “ argued with.” Luther held that the ChI»
had failed because it had adopted the wrong xnettgmm
He would try reason and kindness and brin ’

back to the fold. So in the year 1523 Luther pu lishe
a booklet in which he points out that the Jens
blood-relations and kinsmen of the Saviour anc
been especially marked out by God : yd
. . at
Hence they must be dealt with amicably e

soberly instructed out of Holy Scripture, and “not
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scared away by pride and contempt, as had hitherto
been the wont; the fools, Popes, bishops and monks,
the great dunderheads, had hitherto behaved in such
a way that any good Christian would have preferred
to become a Jew. Hence he exerts himself in this
work, in a calm and friendly way to prove to the
Jews from the Bible that their Messiah had already
come.l

So far was lie disposed to go, the better to win over
the Jews, that in a sermon delivered shortly after-
wards, he advised the teacher, when instructing a Jew,
to treat of Christ as a man like other men sent by God
to do good to mankind, and only after conversion was
mention to be made of his Godhead.

E Luther thought that after denying for fifteen
hundred years, in the face of the most terrible persecu-
tion to which any race has been subjected, that Jesus
Christ was the promised Messiah, the Jews would
suddenly abjure their religion and kneel at the foot
°f the Cross, in response to a tract of this elementary
character, then lie must have been of a very sanguine
disposition. The truth is that Luther understood
Either the pride nor the tenacity of the Jewish char-
ter.

To Luther’s great indignation, the Jews refused to
he converted. What was even worse, they even dared

criticize some of the renderings of Luther’s transla-
tion of the Bible, thanks to their closer acquaintance
With the original text:—

As early as 1531 or 1532, when a Hebrew baptized
at Wittenberg had brought discredit upon him by
relapsing into Judaism, he gave vent to the angry
threat that, should he find another pious Jew to bap-
tize, he would take him to the bridge over the Elbe,
hang a stone round his neck, and push him over, with
the words, “ | baptize thee in the name of Abraham ” ;
for “ those scoundrels,” so he adds, “ scoff at us all
and at our religion.” 3

From that time Luther classes all Jews along with
Papists and Infidels :(—

“ The Jews with their exegesis,” he says, “ are like
swine that break into Scripture......They are quite at
liberty to prefer, as indeed they do, the law of Moses
to the Papal decretals and their mad articles, but
they have no right to prefer it to the pure Evangel.
Sooner than this let us have a struggle to the death ! ”
Such were the thoughts uppermost in his mind when
he sat down to pen those two writings which consti-
tute a phenomenon in the history of literature.3

These two writings against the Jews are entitled
den Jiiden und jren Ligen (published in 1542),
fiuickly followed by his Vom *“ Sehern Hamphoras ”
'h 1543. In these works Luther thunders furiously
against the blasphemies of the Jews. In the first-
named work he earnestly demands that their syna-
gogues and private houses should be set on fire and
levelled to the ground, theif books taken from them,
their Rabbi’s forbidden to teach on pain of death ;
further that the streets and highways be closed against
them, that they be forbidden to practise usuary, and
he expelled from the land unless indeed willing to earn
their bread at the sweat of their brow with axe and
sPade, spindle and distaff.

“ These writings,” says Grisar, “ with their un-
measured vituperation and their obscenity, also bear
Painful witness to the deterioration of his language
"ith advancing years.” In the Von den Juden occurs
P'c following passage :—

“ Fie on you,” lie cries, “ fie on you wherever you
be, you damned Jews, who dare to clasp this earnest,
glorious, consoling Word of God to your maggoty,
mortal, miserly belly, and are not afraid to display

Hartmann Grisar, Luther, Vol. V, p. 411
ibid., Vol. V, p. 413.
* ibid., Vol. V, p. 414.
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your greed openly. That Bible only should you
explore which lies concealed beneath the sow’s tail;
the letters that drop from it you are free to eat and
drink ;