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a{?a ronati°n and the tremendous spate of
«f S surrounded it, has, in a manner at once
nmorerchv int  consP'cuous, brought the institution of

ninarchv h ° the full 8lare of publicity. Can hereditary

mi Mcy? V| e acclimatised, in, and to, an age of Demo-

; at. if an ch eX|st is the political significance
:‘(?I' 2 I“DE'db' meme ﬁd And what, perhaps the
> intriguing guestion of
‘; < Is e modern “ mys-

I which, in_an era

iltf mheredtaly privilege is,

W&r&mede—

p<
Y OUB sanr*:— former
i W‘n for “ the
iK' h 1doth hedge a
dF @sed . Ve now largely
W Neds£ ~Perate, still
1° dkoes!f ..fitting over ”
1% pani vy such an elaborate ritual of royalty as
13 ~Ond) ed the Coronation of Queen Elizabeth the
rit*
]?é\l answer the above, and kindred questions

S~adiA ' Primarily, of modern psychology, is made by a
jit  U/o'iin Pcihlicist. Prof. Percy Black, in his The Mystique
. Hxe (r'" Monarchy (Watts—8s, 6d.), a publication which
QGxOn a. niost timely appearance immediately after the
Uon, n- Writing from the point of view of a pro-
NitiP'] Psychologist rather than of an historian or a
W ¥ Philosopher, Prof. Black endeavours to give the
MU aaiHS “°th for the retention of monarchy in the modern
tivl ~r$o™an? ~r the popular enthusiasm demonstrated for the

Hlalks°t the monarch as indicated in the tumultuous

>

—_—

the nhor aPPears concerned, throughout, primarily

F'ﬁ e, PBritish monarchy. Indeed, as ex-King Farouk is
VAR I''tljrcL It) have predicted, it is doubtful if any other
" § Hself g N/d exist in, say, a century’s time. Prof. Black
jKicij' .lou8h we did not find his conclusions altogether

~ hr-.uPPears to visualise the ultimate disappearance of

e Ponarchy also, which, he rather seems to

">tWh,In his concluding paragraphs, will riot suffer,

rt
, 306 aw’ v'0'cnt overthrow but, rather, will simply
M*, *o@'~ay,” in the manner ascribed to “ old soldiers” in

feile?mallmS with the wieole problem of monarchy in the

/ feC » il appears reasonable to suggest that we
? MUite separate problems to consider: What are

i 'v**  trikpives which ensure the retention off

i in the modern world, and what are the psycho-

*hans CVfeS which * pit Bwer® the tult of monarchy-
b~ . we should rather say. the entire cult of Royalty?—

X u n?an-in-the-street who, in our modern democratic

y 3 a?A'ks- is the ultimate arbiter of its destiny. We
; fh*¢gp that Dy Black degtla widh beti these predlems in
J V aMa 3118 and’ on dlc whole, explicit manner, though.
:N dlkadahly from the fact that he is a psychologist, we

y diQ“111 more convincing on the second, the purely

H i'~fal problem, than on the first, political one.
r.cally speaking, it seems to be a mistaken view to
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take the evolution of monarchy in isolation from the con-
temporary general course of social evolution. A king does
not reign in, or over a vacuum: concretely, he owes his
position to the goodwill and to the active support or
benevolent neutrality of the dominant social forces in his
contemporary world. Once these classes withdraw their
indispensable support, the collapse of the monarchy- and,
usually of the monarch
himself—is ultimately in-
evitable. In dealing with
the rise and fall of mon-
archies, it is, in our sub-
mission a major error to
exaggerate the personal im-
portance or characteristics
of the individual monarch.
Probably, the, by now,
fairly numerous regiment of
“ kings in exile ” who haunt the fashionable watering places
of Europe, are, on average, no better and no worse than
their more fortunate royal predecessors. What has
happened is merely that times have changed, and the social
forces which formerly bolstered up their thrones, are now
no longer able or willing to do so. Any long-established
hereditary monarchy is far more a symbol of the prevailing
social order than a theatre for the personal attainments of
the individual monarch. Indeed, it would probably be a
correct definition to state that the average monarch is
usually rather below the average in culture and intelligence:
he (or she) is an average person mentally depressed by
exceptionally parasitic surroundings.

The whole problem of the relationship between monarchy
and democracy, as envisaged by our Canadian author, is
of course, of quite modern origin. The monarchies of pre-
modern eras were not unduly solicitous of popular support.
They presided over societies in which it was not so much
argued as taken for granted, that the laws were made, and
society run solely in the interests of privileged minori-
ties. Ancient monarchy, of which the immemorially
ancient Pharaohs of Egypt represented the classical type,
was based chiefly on Divine Right: concretely, on the
priestly class and on popular superstitious awe; and much
the same state of things existed in the Christian Middle
Ages, where the Emperor, the titular Head of the Christian
body-politic, was “ Holy” even before he was “ Roman.”
Whereas the (pagan) Roman Empire, and the same applies
to the military monarchies of modern Europe, relied chiefly
on the ofiicer-class who controlled the army. This state of
things was fully recognised in ancient Rome, where Tacitus
tells us that, after the death of the last hereditary Caesar,
Nero, the army made the momentous discovery, “ that
emperors could be made outside Rome.”

The modern democratic or constitutional monarchy,
which began in England after the execution of Charles the
First and the resulting collapse of monarchy by Divine
Right, really represents an illogical compromise between
the forms of monarchy, and the reality of republican
institutions. This hybrid character of modern constitutional
monarchy was clearly seen by the French publicist, Benja-
min Constant, when he went on record with the historic

the
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observation that, “ a constitutional monarchy resembles a
monarchy (that is, absolute monarchy—F.A.R.) in appear-
ance, but a republic in substance.” The old type of
monarch could boast with Louis the Fourteenth, “ L’elat,
c'est moi ” (“ | am the State ”). In current political practice,
the substitution of an elected President for Queen Elizabeth,
would, to-day, not make a great deal of practical difference.

However, and here Prof. Black is at his best, what
preserves the monarchy to-day is not its actual political
role, but the semi-religious mystique which he analyses so
ably. Royalty, to-day, is not so much an active political
institution as a quasi-religious social cult: “ The Divine
Right of Kings ” did not, it would seem, perish altogether
with the Stuarts? On Coronation Day, June 2, we noted
quite a passable imitation of it in the Abbey and—much
more important in the streets! It seems clear that, even in
this Year of Grace, 1953, the Queen of England—and,
perhaps even the Queen of Tonga! is not just a crowned
President. There is a “ mystique ” about her—a “ Tabu,” as
the Polynesian subjects of Queen Salote would describe it.

From a practical political standpoint, our author has no
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difficulty in showing that there arc, really, only ~ [t
arguments to be adduced in favour of monat tit
better than some forms of dictatorship ~9 m BN
Queen ” merely invokes a myth, whilst fl.unsajd
exalts an actual menace—and, in the present c>rc i
of the British Commonwealth, the election ot .
from our heterogeneous congeries of “ Donitmo ept PL
present insuperable difficulties: would India n
Malan, or Protestants, a Catholic French Cana N

Against the royal “ mystique” there are’ nlents>-
Rationalist point of view, many formidable arju ySige
most obvious of which is, precisely, that it is a r
with a basis which is, ultimately, religious ra.~p1
rational in content. There are many other obje Q]
obvious to need stressing here. But the V  afin
probably the last of its kind, has brought the IS >
to the fore, and if Prof. Black has not finally rCS, 0)-
problem, our readers will, we are sure, find mu Of L
both interesting and instructive in the course
comprehensive survey.

The Death Sentence

By C. H. NORMAN

THE death sentence is passed in all murder cases (except
those of infanticide where women are concerned), in the
following terms: “ That you be taken from hence to the
place from whence you came, and from thence to a place
of execution, and that you be there hanged by the neck
until you be dead, and that your body be afterwards buried
within the precincts of the prison in which you shall have
been last confined after your execution; and may God
Almighty have mercy upon your soul.

The Chaplain: “ Amen.”

The Chaplain receives a fee of two guineas for the
utterance of this one word “ Amen ”, which must be the
highest payment for any one word in the world. No man
of letters ever valued his words at such an extravagant
rate!

It is worth while examining the structure and text of
this remarkable pronouncement which is made in the
criminal courts of this country by supposedly highly-
educated men. It is perhaps one piece of evidence of the
peculiar type of people who arc appointed to sit in judg-
ment in capital cases that not one of them has made any
protest against this formula in the last forty-five years, a
period covering roughly three generations of the Judges.

What the words mean: “ That sentence is that you be
taken from hence to the place from whence you came ”
is beyond any logical conception. How anyone can be
taken from “ hence ” to “ whence ” must be beyond even
the Jesuits to explain. The language is grammatical non-
sense. The next part of the sentence is descriptive, but is
also inaccurate. A prisoner is not “ hanged by the neck
until you be dead” (see Pierrcpoint, the hangman’s
evidence, before the Royal Commission on Capital
Punishment; the man who hanged Evans, who,
incidentally, told the Commission that he was confident
no innocent man had been executed). The prisoner is
placed on a platform and hurled through a trapdoor, which
has the effect of breaking his neck. This device broke
down in the case of Lee, in the Babbacombe case, and
he was reprieved after three unsuccessful attempts to
hang him.

The next passage is still more astonishing as a piece of
grammar: “ and that your body be afterwards buried
within the precincts of the prison in which you shall have

been last confined after your execution.” Proﬁgﬂ}ﬁ"l"!l
passage should read: “ and that your body after e **"1
be buried within the precincts of the prison.” As hs*

it is tautologous, ungrammatical, and inaccurate.

The last passage is the choicest one of all front ti'LW |
of view of the freethinker: “ and may God A i /I
mercy upon your soul.” The reflective mirid mayrqhqr
why, if God Almighty is to have mercy upqll jiN]|
existent clement called “ the soul,” the learned JIUN #
nouncing sentence does not invoke mercy I'I »
existing and substantial body. There seems #u m
contradiction in the palitical and religious sease o

One is entitled to inquire what God Almighty *1 ii
with the matter at all. To the freethinker the a3y |
simple. As there is no God Almighty, he can liaV&t
to do with these criminal trials, as the non-existe” <
affect the existent, As the freethinker does not. 4
there is any soul, equally God Almighty cann®
the non-existent. ire

It is really a shoskingvand . nauseong piece of  w ~|
from beginning to end. In the particular case in |, !
this sentence is quoted, the reply of the prisons™A | «
Dickman, was, “ 1 declare to all men that | am i10o" ,
one of the rare instances in which a prisoner is olVik"
as having made an avowal of innocence after tim
sentence had been passed. )

As for the representative of the Anglican Cium
plays his part in this degrading ceremonial, perhaps p
need say is that it is of a piece with the Archbm V
Canterbury pouring what is called “ Holy Oil
monarch’s head, which the Duke of Windsor gmle
considered a disgusting ceremony.

The Gods

Millions have asked there’'s no reply.

Who made the gods? where, when and why

On grovelling knees, in blank despair.

No message greets their abject prayer.

All the gods were made by man,

Disprove this axiom, no one can;

They all are myths and dreams in kind,

Illusions and delusions of the mind. af t
W- P*
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Robert Taylor
The Devil's Chaplain (1784T 844) By n.cutner

Rt“p (Continued from page 212)

subject e*°mena ” Introduced the great importance of

Qe as\Jev vi It is wr'” en>it should be added, in a
. 9UestiON ,r°1 “ pyrotechnics” as can be imagined.
iz} °f the truth or the falsity of the Christian

?'@& vvas™ V?ry '»'portant, Taylor claimed, and iridiffer-
ml with “ Cri?linal-” The business of the book was to

"proceeded811*3301/11 fac’ an<J absolute evidence,” and so
Vih the si1l With a certain amwunit ef method, eammencing

\&introdi ° 1 ~le heathen world into which Christianity
8ksa,d, “i, ' And Taylor showed that the stories of
“T) 1lesses were much the same in all countries: —

lived jVe,.h®en goddess-born, heaven descended; to have
believed  ai5~ as none could live and die to have been
Svice ofl° aaYc done ar>d suffered great things for the
Wath of rYnk'nd; but, above all, to have propitiated the
e the Superior Deity, and to have conquered
an overvvhi auth°rs of mischief, in their behalf, was such
float of helming draft on the tender feelings, the exeite-
"i our n., eh is one of the strongest sources of pleasure
Sae plaPtUre 'hat the best hearts and weakest heads never
a doubt I to 'he coolness and apathy of scepticism. Not
Wss proof % entertained that a similar series of adventures

Ap°’llo ' °f one and the same hero, and that the Grecian
'he Osiris ..Phoenician Adonis, the Aesculapius of Athens,
nanies of ii ~gypt, "he Chrishna of India, were but various

? any (= ' le self-same deity; so that nothing was so easy,
but credn0Q’ as. 'he business of conversion. Not incredulity
M°re uh'y, is the characteristic propensity of mankind.”
IBmuch0l *le s’a’c °f 'he Jews 2,000-odd years ago
11 filer |PLah fours with that of the “ heathen.” In his
IfeWl r ea»”g with their beliefs, Taylor has many
" 1’028 on Moses. Aleim or Elohim, and Judaism
Moerd  ai'tl he saw quite clearly that “ Christianity,
Ck n°t so essentially connected with the Jewish
Wi ¢ as 'o stand or fall with it  a contention in line
vV sBPIAWA of »'any Christians, of course, but much
Tayi orated these days than in his.
Poch Op.. 0 saw quite clearly and noted that “ after the
M'c ascribed to the dawning of divine light, the
i:m\e seems generally to have sulfered an eclipse
~Nw, N O(A in vain among the successors of Cicero,
il Poets'I fS Fiorace and Virgil, the statesmen, orators,
£1 of [u °’ "he golden age of literature, for the continua-
‘Tt i,e sefies of such ornaments of human nature. A

w5r h”i smitten the growth of men’s under-
Y L(Ehe JFhe “dawning of divine light” indeed
hf'lop, . '» an era which triumphed against “ the

ard honesty that feebly opposed its progress.”
- "he vulgar,” and cultivating and perpetuating
E’S‘\J)ﬁ 0., 'vas henceforth the duty of the Christian
)(Qﬂ aylor showed by extensive quotations that
his gl ne- Herein, the prisoner of Oakham gaol was
* heni< nt>and ag he gives often the actual words of
% ,{f\rﬁl-_'@g i» Eatin or Greek, and Hiz own translation.
Fat%ecrrhVGrSant w't'l I'ie two classical languages can see
(Ws ()”c was or was not “ unreliable ” In this respect.
lAalke nC °* "te Christian charges against him, and made
bfort® . Was I'°PQd 'hat some of the mud would stick.
rAgn,“alely, even Freethinkers—or at least Rationalists
'"ANtC 'cs like Professor Huxley—repeated, the charges,
] Mas exactly what Christians wanted.
fi’'he pnt,Tayl°’r made, and he hammered it in. was
1 "Wer Kristian Church made it its duty to deceive its
fAiatn ant*t0 P a Pren» um on ignorance. He could
% p, y quote Scripture for his purpose, particularly
tO and Paul. In a note he says, “ Compare also

2 Corinth, xi, 23, where Paul says, ‘| speak as a fool ’,
which he need not have said "—a sly and just hit.

One point ought to be made at the outset of this account
of the Diegesis and that is, the book is packed with
excellent notes. For example, here is one and a most
valuable one it is; —

In the year 1444, Caxton published the first book ever
printed in England. In 1474, the then Bishop of London,
in a convocation of his clergy, said: “ If we do not destroy
this dangerous invention, it will one day destroy us.” The
reader should compare Pope Leo the Tenth's avowal, “ that
it was well known how profitable this fable of Christ has
been to us,” with Mr. Beard's Apology for it in his third
letter to the Rev. Robert Taylor, page 74, and Archdeacon
Paley’s declaration, that " he could not afford to have a
conscience.”—See Lile of the Author attached to his work
on the Evidences of Christianity, p. 11. London. 12mo.
edit. 1826.

And in talking of Stephen, he points out that it is “ a
name of the same order as Nicodemus, Philip, Andrew,
Alexander, etc., entirely of Grecian origin, ascribed to
Jews, who never had such names, nor any like them.”

But Taylor made very great play again with the
admissions of Christian authorities—he gives '66 in one
chapter, some of them long extracts—which play havoc
with “ revelation” and *“ inspiration.” The famous
passage from St. Augustine that “ the thing itself, which
is now called the Christian religion, really was known to
the ancients, etc.,” is quoted in full in the original Latin,
and there are many others equally cogent and apt.

Dr. J. Pye Smith evidently did not like these numerous
quotations- nor for that matter did he attempt to reply
in detail to the Diegesis-; he referred to it very briefly in
the Preface to the last edition of his Answer lo the
Syntagma. But it is worth putting on record once again
how he “ answered ” Taylor's quotations: —

A man possessed of the volubility, the rashness, and dis-
regard of truth which Mr. Taylor displays, might write, not
one or two books only, vamped up with pedantic titles and
conceited braggings and bold blasphemies, but twenty or
fifty. He who makes no consciense of veracity in statement
or equity in argument may rake together an endless mass of
quotations from authors ancient and modern, good or bad;
and, by pickling, garbling and perverting, he may make the
compound wear almost any appearance, or to speak almost
any language, that he may please to impose upon them. Such
is this boastful and deceitful Diegesis.

The truth is, of course, that.Taylor was particularly
careful in his selection, and a more damning number of
fatal admissions to Christianity had rarely before been got
together. The last—from Grotius sums up the situation
beautifully: “ He that reads ecclesiastical history reads
nothing but the roguery and folly of bishops and church-
men.” It is a pity that this absolutely truthful statement
is not better known to the present generation.

Whether Taylor was right in identifying the early
Christians with the Therapeuts or Essenes is a matter of
opinion; it does not affect his other arguments in the least.
He brings an array of proofs from competent authorities
to maintain his position, one of the strongest being, as is
admitted by Mosheim. that the Essenes had dwelt in Egypt
long before the coming of Christ. In addition one of the
greatest libraries then in the world was at Alexandria, in
Egypt, where “ lazy monks and wild fanatics ” clubbed
together in the University “ concocting holy mysteries and
inspired legends.” Taylor also insisted that “ everything
of Christianity is of Egyptian origin,” and that the pro-

(Continued on page 221)
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This Believing World

The feature which distinguished that great Christian
evangelist and revivalist, Dr. Torrey, was his capacity for
lying with unblushing sturdiness; and it proved too much
for the late W. T. Stead, who was an earnest Christian, as
well as a great journalist. Stead did his best to expose
Torrey, who fled from the country back to America where,
no doubt, he was able to exploit his talents this way to the
utmost. We are to have next year, we undertand, another
great revivalist, Billy Graham, and it will be amusing to
see whether he shapes as well as Torrey in the difficult art
of maintaining the truth.

We are told that he is a “ fiery gospel preacher,” and he
indulges in the “ persuasive” argument that “ salvation is
necessary to escape the punishment and pangs of Hell.”
As a “ fiery ” evangelist, Mr. Graham was bound to believe
in Hell—but will he make his audiences in this country
believe it? The “ fires” have long since been put out by
infidel scientists, and it will take more than his “ per-
suasive ” arguments to rekindle them.

Graham thinks that England “ is more wicked to-day
than at any time since the days before John Wesley,” and
he adds, “ Less than 1 per cent, of the folks in London
attend church.” He is already praying for us—we are
going to get a revival “ that will sweep across the land.”
It is particularly interesting to note that while he could not
be here for the Coronation, he told his American audience
recently that he “ hoped to be in Heaven for Jesus Christ's
Crowning Day.” And perhaps some of us may silently
hope—the sooner the better.

We have often wondered why so many distinguished
soldiers and sailors are such out-and-out Fundamentalists
whose credulity and superstition easily outmatch any
simple Salvation Army girl. One of these gentlemen, Sir
William Dobbie, recently told a Croydon audience how
prayer had helped him in many battles during World
War |, when all seemed lost. It's a pity that we could not
have the testimony of the hundreds of thousands of British
young men who were killed trying to capture Passchendaele
during the three years it was occupied by the Germans.
How did prayer help them? Are we to take it that only
survivors have been helped by prayer? Did God Almighty
save the precious life of Sir W. Dobbic, while he permitted
nearly a million not so precious English lives to be lost in
World War 1?

Every now and then we come across an impartial des-
cription of “ spirit” or “ divine” healing by a matter of
fact provincial reporter, and only rarely do we get a des-
cription which insists that dozens of quite incurable cases
were immediately cured. In the revivalist and divine
healing campaign held a month or so ago in Jersey by the
Rev. A. Tee, although hundreds packed the Town Hall, it
does not appear that any of the “ pathetic procession ” of
sick people were cured. The reporter counted 60 people
“ crippled, blind, deaf, afflicted ” as he describes them,
with lots of poor babies who were all “ anointed” with
olive oil and touched by Mr. Tee—and eventually the
reporter retired “ to wonder.” The wonder would have
been if any of the really sick had been cured.

Still, failures do not bother the true believer. A “spirit”
doctor in Brazil—such things almost always happen far,
far away— removed a man'’s swollen appendix “ at a seance
held under test conditions and witnessed by an audience of
40 people” Of course, the doctor was not an “ Invisible
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Man doctor. For the operation, he “ materialised ,pr
sett and “ apported ” his instruments. This is vouen »
by ' Dr. Enid Smith,” who adds that “ the patient «
with a small scar” only. This appears to us to a
shadow completely the marvels of spirit-healing P1, ap>
by Mr. Harry Edwards and the 2,967 other spirit

in this country. What do they say about it?

Theatre N

The Private Life of Helen at the Globe Theatre, [
as a comedy by André Roussin and Madeleine u
not a good play. N g

Do not be taken in by the good acting, Arthur ~ Ajif
careful production, and the well-lighted attractive
of a columnated terrace in the palace of Menelaus- 1 p
the wit that occasionally comes over the foo tli™ 1!
authors have regressed to the ancient Greek tedm il
allowing the action of the play to take place off s*
not having the ability of Sophocles or Euripides j Ljer
also kept off stage some of the most interesting d*1 a{/
In fact, the effort to keep characters out is obvioust gt
trived. The result is that we witness nothing of e t/
nothing dramatic, and have to listen to a great dea ,, p
For the last few minutes the characters suddenly
mime, and as erratic as this might seem it is a Wrjii'
relief and gives us the most amusing part of the @

m%'ltana Wynyard will attract you as a most & &l

Helen. Cecil Parker is able to give strength to n

of Menelaus. Young Janette Scott, with five long I

again shows that she can act in advance of her year

part of Hermione, their daughter. ,of'l
Everything in the palace of Menelaus would be be*l

if only this were a good play.

Arms and the Man (Bernard Shaw) at the Arts Tl,c'
Alec Clune’s latest production. <

The production suffers from awkward settings Cijjd
first two acts which force the actors into unnatural P/j :
relatively to each other, but Mr. Clunes has succecf tfj]
bringing out the spirit of Shavian wit and huniow ~
surround this philosophical survey of man throl-
medium of soldiery. aN

Mr. Chines also gives a remarkably good Per™°Ls
of Bluntschli, the practical Swiss soldier who feaC i
Bulgarians his art. Performances generally wet® -/
and notably well led by Gwen Cherrell as Re®*1L
Robin Bailey as Sergius.

As a revival the play succeeds. It is followed Vv ik
play written by Wolf Mankowitz and entitled The
Overcoat. This is about an old Jew (Allic Bass) wh® J
an overcoat from his tailor (David Kossoff), but ry.
before it is finished. His ghost returns to find an 0 ol
to replace his ragged one, and with the tailor he stea |
lined with sheep skin from his former employer
ill-used him. Without sets a vivid atmosphere js L
by the good acting.

Cilli Wang, who has been performing at Ib® /
Theatre, is remarkably versatile in a variety of milj h
dance sketches. These are cleverly conceived al ™
approach to them proves without doubt that she is "
artist.

You should not miss an opportunity of seeing he'
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Lecture Notices, Etc.
Outdoor

70phBranch N.S.S. (Broadway Car Park). -Every Sunday,
N@NEB R NAY antl N H. W harrad.
,J’Vk (2 ?* N SS-(Castle Street).—Sunday, June 28, 8p.m.:

i
ty 1Pm . ?c .S.S. (Dcansgate Bomb Site)—Every week-
k Pm>at M Mcssrs- Woodcock and Barnes. Every Sunday,
.H10 ' att fields, Colin McCall.
. undav nufin branch (White Stone Pond, Hampstead Heath).—
Nottingha July '2. noon: L. Ebury.
Wy {illn Bramch N.5:8, (Q4dd Market ©Sguare).— Saturday,
cst " A,m* Messrs. T. M. Mosi iy and A. Hi.smere.
1Bie. (,'n branch N.S.S. (Marble Arch).- Every Sunday from
av,or "W?rds: Messrs. O’Neill, Cleaver, Wood, Ebury,
" ard Ridley.
Indoor
j C.D”Mssion Group (Conway Hall, Red Lion Square.

A . 0, 7-15 p.m.: J. Addison, “ An Objective
%Oﬁd‘% His X

/mCijWtv Ethical Society (Clonway Hall, Red Lion Square,
rfwc/ L iunday, July 12, 1la.m., S K. Ratcliffe, “ Eisen-
"risoi B nd McCarthy'

?reeRatiPna,ist Group (Crown and Dove Hotel,

Mifhu' Wednesday, July 15, 7-3 p.m.: A Lecture,
st0 Eyscnko.”

Bridewell
“ From

Notes and news

S S visit to Scotland again brings into
KM Sta? IC (he anomalous relationship between Church
S bv Bthft exists in this land of illogical compromises.
élht: a clause in The Act of Union between the two
sa Pr W4 ~07, the Sovereign an Anglican in England
Sj~IMhyterian in Scotland, and, accordingly, aulo-
e born changes her belief every time that she crosses
1% edr For, un”cr the Act of Union, Scotland
"rirer “oth her national church and her legal system; the
N . ' Ealyinjstic in doctrine and Presbyterian in govern-
.The current situation becomes still more anomalous

an Is realised that there is an Anglican Church in
4H” _eto which, however, the Monarch does not belong
i cla>hand. It js all very confusing, and must require
conscience on the part of Her Majesty. One

ge leven describe such a state of things as “ mediaeval,
pL,~ Middle Ages only had one Church. Perhaps in
future the Head of the Commonwealth will be

%6 u to belong to simultaneously all its religions?
%, °t common sense demand the secularisation of the
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Our contributor, Mr. R. J. Jackson, sends us a copy of
his learned pamphlet, India's Quest for Reality. [The
Buddhist Society, 16, Gordon Square, W.17.] Mr! Jackson
originally published this pamphlet in 1947, and it has now
been re-issued. The author. R. J. Jackson is, perhaps, the
most learned exponent of Buddhism at present in this
country, and as the Foreword informs us, was lecturing
on Buddhism in Hyde Park as far back as 1908. Through”
out the past half-century our author has been busily
engaged in advocating Buddhism both on the public plat-
form and in articles in the Buddhist press. Occasionally,
he has contributed to The Freethinker, which is always
open to the expression of scholarly criticism. Mr. Jackson
is not, we may add, a Theosophist. but is a genuine
Buddhist of the Theraveda, or Southern School of Budd-
hism, which claims to possess a rationalistic and anti-
theistic approach. One may also comment that, unlike
some more pretentious English exponents of Buddhism.
R. J. Jackson really does know what he is talking about!

In India’s Quest for Reality the author gives us a learned
resumé of the evolution of Indian Philosophy from pre-
historic times, and endeavours to explain for the benefit
of his Western readers both its fundamental concepts and
its technical terms. Historically, Buddhism itself appears
to have emerged originally as a reforming movement in
Hinduism, opposed to the caste-system and, in particular,
to the growing power of the priestly Brahmin class. The
earliest records depict Buddha as a religious heretic and
reformer. We do not think that it is correct to describe
the earliest form of Buddhism, as is sometimes done, as
atheistic.  Contrarily, the earliest Buddhism seems to
have been essentially agnostic, and we have elsewhere
described Buddha as “ The First Positivist.” long before
Comte and Spencer. The philosophical evolution which
led up to Buddhism is ably sketched in India's Quest for
Reality.

Religious people do queer things at times! One of the
queerest is represented by an exhibition now being held at
Olympia, London, W., under the auspices of His Eminence
the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Westminster. This
exhibition is officially described as a “ Vocations
Exhibition,” and its purpose, as described recently in The
Times (July 6, 1953), is “ to illustrate the training and
future work of parochial clergy and of 160 religious orders
of men and women in this country.” In a sermon preached
at the opening of this exhibition the Cardinal declared that
there was a serious shortage of priests and the purpose of
the present exhibition was to make the attractions of the
priestly life better known. One might suggest that a life
calling for celibacy, poverty, and the wearing of the
ridiculous clerical dress, could not possibly attract the youth
of to-day. Anyhow, since only God can give a man a
“ vocation,” what use is the exhibition anyway? Does
the Almighty need to be reminded of His duty?

Robert Taylor

fessions of Medicine and Divinity being inseparable, and
the Essenes being healers, it was probable, at least, that
they were the original “ fabricators ” of the writings after-
wards collected in the New Testament; the probability
becoming a certainty through the unguarded admission of
Eusebius himself in his Ecclesiastical History (17th chap.,
2nd book) that those ancient Therapeuts were Christians
and that their ancient writings were our Gospels and
Epistles.”

(Continued from page 219)

(To he continued)
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The Very Unorthodox

By (the late) J. . LUPTON

WALTER SAVAGE LANDOR refers in his impeccable
prose to a Mr. George Nelly, who “ was for several seasons
a great poet.” One remembered when he was so famous
a one that he ran after Mr. Milton, as the old gentleman
was leaning on his daughter's arm from the Poultry, and
treading down the heel of his shoe, called him a rogue
and a liar. Later he confounded some of his father's
friends with all the hirelings and nuisances of the age, with
all the scavengers of lust and the link-boys of literature,
with Newgate solicitors, the patrons of adulterers and
forgers, who, in a long vacation, were promised a silver
shilling on crying down a religious tract. Afterwards,
when he wrote a bad poem, he supported his sinking fame
by some signal act of profligacy, an elegy by a seduction,
an heroic by an adultery, a tragedy by a divorce. On the
remark of a learned man, that irregularity is no indication
of genius, he began to lose ground rapidly, when on a
sudden impulse he cried out at the Haynuirket, “ There
is no God!” It was then surmised more generally and
gravely that there was something in him, and he stood
upon his legs to the last. “ Say what you will,” once
whispered a friend, “ there are things in him as strong as
poison, and as original as sin.” Landor affected to hope
that the mercies begun with man’s forgetfulness would be
crowned with God’s forgiveness.

These remarks form part of an imaginary conversation,
but Landor intends the judgment, and his George Nelly
represented Byron, whose Childe Harold was completed
in 1X18. Part of Don Juan was written by 1822, when
Landor wrote his censorious passage. Byron describes the
Childe as one who “ ae in virtue's ways did take delight,”
but loved “ concubines and carnal company, and flaunting
wassailers of high and low degree.” Such verse may
suggest some aspersion on his father’'s friends, but Byron
asserts more than once that Childe Harold is a fictitious
character. In the preface to the first and second cantos
he says there are some very trivial, merely local, particulars
which might be grounds for another notion, but the main
points indicate otherwise.

There is, however, poetic justice in subjecting Byron
to scathing treatment, for he accorded that to other poets.
In Don Juan Canto | (written in 1819), he says, “ thou
shall not set up Wordsworth, Coleridge, Southey; because
the first is crazed beyond all hope, the second drunk, the
third so quaint and mouthey.” mLandor, a friend of
Southey was probably hurt, but Don Juan is in a con-
temptuous style, and Byron had misgivings. He has other
stanzas scornful of Wordsworth, but his manuscript of one
has his own remark, “ unfair.” Byron remarks of Keats
that he was no gentleman, which indicates Byron’'s idea
of a gentleman as a titled person, or, at least, one who had
been to one of the great public schools or elder universities.
1 have read that Byron’'s knowledge of literature was not
extensive, and his remarks on his fellow poets seem to
confirm this.

Landor felt impelled, on Byron’s death in the cause of
Greek independence, to apologise for his earlier opinion,
but he did not withdraw it. The fact is that Landor,
although in favour of the liberation of national groups
from foreign domination, seems afraid of the boldness of
Byron and Shelley, when directed against religion. His
own remarks on the idea of death are atheistical, or nearly
so, but he has no trumpet that sings to battle.

He rendered a graceful tribute to Shelley, whom he
said distributed half his income of £1,000 a year, among

red
the poor and afflicted, but then he must admit that ¢
once refused to shake Shelley's hand, owing eri>#
believed a false report of his treatment of his 1° ji

Shelley’s hatred of priestcraft comes out in =
times. He refers in Adonais, his lament on j
Keats, to Milton, dying “ blind, old and loner
country’s pride, the priest, the slave and the, tflwstd
trampled and mocked with many a loathed rite ' s
blood.” This seems a fair portrayal of the c
which must have flourished after the Restoration-"

Byron is a colder, more objective spirit, b breat
Harold is made to speak of Voltaire, whose talen ~ i
most in ridicule, “ now to o’erthrow a fool, ajl cfiel
shake a throne,” and of Gibbon, sapping “ a sole
with-solemnuiineer 7 (@ainto ild |, vovi ang \eodvy- W, 4i1-
xxix, he describes the building at Mafra, Portuga« jsd¥
the Babylonian whete had buikt a dome, where v id
in such glorious sheen, that men forget the bloo

has spiilt, aRld bW Mg 12988 to pompi Wat 1aVeS to v

guilt.” 1 cannot imagine Landor liking Shelley
on Milton, or Byron’s on Mafra. , yd
Both Shelley and Byron spoke very disparag"?

Castlereagh. The former says, “ 1 saw murde

way; he had a face like Castlereagh.” Byron ha ”~adJ
attempts at savage epitaphs. One reads, “ So he T
his throat at last! He! Who? The man 'y*10,jval
country’s long ago.” R. W. Chambers N1-
Unconquerable Mind,” page 322 ct seq., has some al
in defence of the unfortunate statesman. He P &
that Napoleon’s campaigns were, and may still

as an attack on human liberty. That attack was 1 g#t]
largely owing to Castlereagh. It had required ' wr
win that war. Napoleon could lose armies. Five
British troops captured would have brought™ - [;riA’,
Minister’'s head near the block. Byron wrote, “ CaS sil
is preparing his head for the pike.” On the 1 »
Waterloo, he said, “ I'm damned sorry for it, “

“ 1didn't know but 1 might live to see Lord CastL ftf
head on a pole. But I suppose | shan't now.”

peace Castlereagh worked incessantly for seven YcJs« plt
bring back,” he said, “ the world to peaceful habits-* ~
largely to his efforts, France was not dismenibeC \ol:
there was peace for a generation, and perinanen ®
America and France. Jp

As the exhausted Castlereagh was about to
the fresh responsibility of the Conference of ]
Wellington said he was bound to warn him that Ile_p‘i)g
not be in his right mind. Castlereagh covered HVS_i P
with his hands, and said. “ Since you say so, 1.5
must be so.” After some days of illness, he took $
in a fit of delirium. Chambers says, “ friends of P/ iil
raised a cheer as his body was borne to "if
Landor could have found an attribute for those L
“ indecorous.”

Byron was a patrician satirist. He detested all
ments; a statesman cannot do that. Byron had a tc'j M
to injustice. Shelley had a better social sense- ., 4
Robertson cited him, however, and, | think rig'l
an example of a rationalist poet who had too
emotion. His emotional character helps us to unde jg;
his curse on Castlereagh, ending, “ Marry ruin, thou < |
and God be thy guide to the bed of thy bride. v
appalling and hideous curse was fulfilled. It is a bft
on his fame.
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The Kabbala Unveiled

By AKIBA

Hthert -
Maticd i © 2 judgments of the iabbata -BJewish

Plain p< WUt have been marred by an entirely false

l'ance. Qn 'plns* ar* entirely erroneous idea of its sig-
¥ °bscurant- °ne band we have the Christian and
s tences in rru,w!10 transform the meanings of simple
tkWy have u\i 1= ,'n*¢ highly complex meanings which

crude © @0 basis in the texts. On the other;"we Havé
de facts,t 1 »

iIStiC ’nterpretations which do violence

jibuy disti J1(.fS IniP°rtant to take into account the fact that

ar<ttiveiu t°rrmegis whieh we have to-day are of vgimn-
ardDoIiii recent ori in.A The distinction mmn
e - ICS foF JRQEMER, which we take gt

"Rieri%,l,'u ~e minds of ordinary people until after the
BA N0 War 8f Idepeddence andl the French REVJII-
iof\Nd 8YBA Ihe difference between philosophy and
an pVés by ho means clear to people a few centuries
de S as uie handmaid}\of the Church, the Mosque or
L i Q"?@e'—Uﬁfil lhe Renaissance. ,&‘n'(lj —again, as far
‘if ks a 2 ~oncerned, it has only been able to establish
“ledievui ‘n its own right since the break-up of the
beiap plircorder. and lbecoime can iintennational and--inter-
\GnsiderWi Untd Ibe Industrial Revolution had achieved
Giifyrable momentum of its own.  Alchemy versus
Piitics, y' j:a®trf°gy versus astronomy, religion versus
dlihip ¢ 'S'on versus science, religion versus philosophy
W " 3re Piddérh conflicts of reteht briYyin.

{d. p.bas, ibis to do with the Kabbala?
¢nflics f jle tendency to-day is to project back ail these

J. an essentially secular age on to the medieval
a Jewish mystics, no more than the alchemists
((nflt s of those days, were quite oblivious of the
iilFaust pbadictions in their life-long work. The creator
bders., as“:°ned him out of a mixture of what we now
H”™noni to ~Nienlist and charlatan, astrologer and

~oteH 2,r aichemist and chemist. The Kabbalists, too,

hixr - [J——— .r .u, o:u»
brolo» | . . .
p,’ astrology, philosophy, in fact everything that

Aten 2’ '7ame of science in medieval times.
JAhlv ,,i,~1there are mystical passages in the Talmud, and
y °bscure chapters'in the Book of David, and in the
aoticin ~cveiation, the works which are described as
3bearaiv 18 dMs Ivnbbalistic school first made their
, about 800 or 900 a.d. with the Sefcr Yetzirah
Htn °/ Creation ”). This book taught that creation
" series of graded emanations (Sefirot) proceedjn
T:) &Oﬂ §'ﬁ<d takl'%g form in the tangible world. eﬁgil{]%
aizcl)e,Pi. °f the Hebrew alphabet, to which a number is
i! IneC *bas a special mystical import in that it took part
160, |'l°’a.tl°n of the world. The Kabbalists like Azriel
Jgbit | P, whose name is associated with book Bahir”
"J nJess). developed the numerology, the alphabetical
Sc N~ ~ 1 combinations and permutations to a fan-
e NoP_i?e' Every word in the Bible was subjected to
S op’ar'kon and gematria, letters were moved to and
l..added up, multiplied and substracted to produce
'I'IN‘riZEFS and new sentences. On the surface, all this
Bic/C, and alphabetical juggling scents to be futile and
?@ lhis has been the view of nearly all the critics of

DMhie |la, even die most sympathetic. The letter-
betip® las been generally looked upon as superstitious

mt\.r, ~utwas if? . .
&H",ﬁ;’e two rational explanations for this numerology,

e never been considered by the Kabbala’'s many

A very great.

critics. First of all, there can be no doubt that an esoteric
tradition did exist in the framework of Judaism, certainly
stretching back to centuries before the common era. That
these esoteric sects had any desire to commit any of their
teaching and doctrine to plain language, is highly unlikely.
What more obvious way than *“ transmitting” words,
could these esoteric sects have worked out for handing on
their teachings to the initiated?

The second explanation is more or less accepted in rela-
tion to certain words and verses in the Book of Revelation.
That is, words and names were used to convey certain
political-religious ideas. Babylon is almost certainly Rome
in the Book of Revelation. In the Talmud, Edom is used
as a cipher word for Rome. It is more than likely that
the Kabbalists were carrying on an ancient tradition of
deciphering passages in the holy books by means of
numerical manipulations. This, of course, does not imply
that the Kabbalists, certainly the majority gf them, were
even aware or conscious of the reason for the deciphering
tradition.

Then again, the Kabbala was able to provide a field not
only for the obscurants and word-jugglers but also for the
heretics and philosophical freethinkers who could garb or
conceal their thought in abstruse terminology and strange
analogy.

It is perhaps of interest to note that the Bible of the
Kabbalists, the Zohar, which came to the public eye for
the first time when published by Moses, son of Shem Tob
de Leon (1250-1305), contains a passage which is in flat
opposition to the astronomical (more accurately, theo-
logical and cosmological view) of the earth current at the
time. The Zohar asserts in its section on the Book of
Leviticus that the earth rotates on its axis like a ball: thus,
when it is day in one half of the globe, the other half is
plunged in darkness, and those living below have their
heads in the opposite direction to those above. Quite
naturally, the views of Copernicus and Galileo did not
disturb the Kabbalists, as they were common currency
centuries before.

The Kabbalists evolved a concept of God as the En Sof
(The Limitless), which bordered on pantheism. A history
of philosophy will show how easily the concept of God as
the Universe (Spinoza) passes over into the concept of the
Universe as the Universe. The tremendous impact of the
Kabbala on Christian thought during the Renaissance is
attested by Reuchlin (the great Hebraic scholar), Pico della
Mirandolla, and other Christian Hebraists who prepared
the way for the Reformation.

This brief review of Kabbalistic thought will, it is to be
hoped, make way for a rational interpretation of the com-
plex historical phenomenon known as Jewish mysticism.

Big Broadcast

“ The Biggest Broadcast will commence in a jiff,
It may cheer you—or bring on the blues:
We're presenting great TRUTH  the actual grilf-
Uut, meanwhile, stand by for the news!”

A. E. C.

“ Relics”

At Toledo in 1768 one of the canons, as he was showing me
the urns containing the relics, told me that one of them contained
the thirty pieces of silver for which Judas Iscariot betrayed Our
Lord. 1 begged him to let me see them, to which he replied
severely that the King himself would not have dared to express
such indecent curiosity—Memoirs of Casanova.
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Correspondence

THE " HOLY ” OIL

Sir,- Your reference to the Man Mau character of some parts of
the Coronation ceremonial makes one wonder a little about the
nature of the Holy Oil. What are its chemical components? This
section of the performance originated from ceremonial in the
Bulgarian Branch of the Orthodox Church. The formula for the
making of the oil is believed to date from the early days of the
Bulgarian Church. It would be interesting to know where the Holy
Qil, sprinkled by the Archbishop on the head of the Queen, originated
from. Perhaps it came from Russia! Incidentally, the Communion
wines come from the oddest places.— Yours, e,tc.,

C. H. Norman.

SHOULD THE CHURCHES BE TAXED?

Sir,—Mr. Paul Varney would have us demand that churches
should pay rates and taxes. It is a toss-up who is the bigger
nuisance, the believer in the social value of religion or the believer
in the social value of taxation. Salvation by taxation is as ridiculous
a conception as is salvation by faith. The one good thing about
the churches is their freedom from rates and taxes. This freedom
should be extended to all of us. Mr. Varney has hold of the

wrong end of the stick.—Yours, etc.,
W. E. Nicholson.

THE MONARCHY

Sir—Your correspondent's letter on " Why Abolish the
Monarchy? ” suggests that the alternative to Royalty is a Dictator-
ship, overlooking the fact that Royalty in itself is a Dictatorship,
compelling us to accept as Head of the State a person whose only
claim to represent us is due entirely to an accident of birth.

Royalty may have been necessary in earlier times among primi-
tive people, so were ox carts and asses, but these have outlived
their usefulness. Without constant propaganda in school and
Press our Monarchy (and religion) would probably have passed
away long ago.

| feel sure that a Republic moulded on the true conception of
liberty, equality, and fraternity, would be more suitable for a
20th century democracy.—Yours, etc., H R.T.

WHO RUNS THE COUNTRY, AND WHICH IS THE WAY
ouT?

Sir,—The letter of Alfred D. Corrick suggests that Mr. Abbott’s
views on the power behind the Government in the country arc
novel and exaggerated. They certainly are not new, and of the
competency of George W. E. Russell, himself a Government
Minister, to form a sound judgment on the matter, | leave
your readers to judge. He wrote in 1897, in "Collections and
Recollections,” " the permanent Civil Service whose chiefs have
been, at least since the days of Bagehot, recognised as the real
rulers of the country. . . On the other hand, we know that in
the Cabinet, as in all national and international activities, the
real owners or their tried and trusted agents are in command,
whether legislative, religious or military, in peace or war, what-
ever the camouflage that is used to disguise the reality. “ The
truth is that parliament makes the laws,” says your correspondent.
Well, let me recall a fairly recent happening. The Members of
the House of Commons had passed, by a large majority, a Bill
suspending for five years capital punishment lor murder. The
Bill went before the Lords and was sent back to the Commons
and Members were ordered to drop the measure, which they
did. Parliament, says Mr. Corrick, makes the laws. Let me
recall what Lady Dorothy Ncvil! replied to Hyndman, as told in
his "Record of an Adventurous Life”: “ You will educate some
of the working class . . . and when you have succeeded we shall
buy them.” As | have before pointed out, the great delusion
that has led to the wasting of our energies has been, and still is.
compromise, especially in war time, the idea that something
can be achieved by working with and hoping to reform from
within. No system has been altered in this way. The countries
are still R.C. that hoped to reform from within.

The Protestant countries took the other road. It is true we
have adult suffrage, but with a Parliament lasting five years and
with the system shown above, where a private Member can
promise anything and excuse its non-fulfiment under *“ party
orders,” nothing can be done. The thing they fear is annual
parliaments. History shows that whenever short parliaments were
in operation they were reversed by reaction. Again, the £150
deposit required from candidates is against independent action,
this with the whole parly machine being used against any active
rebel. The moral is, we cannot hope to reform from within. All
parties immediately disaffiliate both individuals or groups who
do not toe the line. As individuals we cannot escape the responsi-
bility for the deeds of the organisation to which we belong, by
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saying: " | do not agree.” If we are members Of & FdpiF
are responsible for its acts. It is worse than hypocrisy ~.pjorell
any party that upholds conscription and pretend to

results.— Yours, etc., . MatDN
James H

“the Most valuable thing that this v°k
AFFORDS” titH

Sir, Your most interesting article under theL 9l.7%e]Pcfl
reminded me of the delicious incident recorded by Sa
°n thc j'rrival at Dover of Charies Il_in 1660: \fﬁg 1
"The Mayor presented him from the town a g~
Bible, which he took and said it was the thing th*1L
above all things in the world.” .., froml
That His Majesty tired of its exposition is evide jeligt
story told by one of his contemporaries— 1 think the snl’
gossip John Aubrey—that once a preacher stopped in j lethe
to implore the Duke of Lauderdale not to snore so |
awaken the King. Tesial'Y
Ihe King's progeny, too, reminds one of the Old  cpti9f
patriarchs. In the course of a lecture by a Dr. Bd™ jjcr
“ Death in High Places: Some Royal Case Histories," thenUnibfJ
was inlormcd that Charles IPs illegitimate children quod
fifty-two. 1 endeavoured to audit this account and c°' dill
was incorrect. | make the number about thirty-ion- ~d%
is enough, though a long way from the record which *
to Leas History of Sacerdotal Celibacy—was held by *
German bishop credited with 69 children. NS (
1he usually circumspect Scott—who rarely wrote atm anh
bring a blush to the young person's cheek—was du'"nxn m
regarding Charles 11 In Pevetil of the Peak a young rtic’
the King “ the father of his people.” *“ Of a good many
said the Duke of Buckingham in an aside.— Yours, e\}&;/‘l_

CAPITAL PUNISHMENT (riap'J,

Sir—Recently there have been three notable murder
which strenuous efforts were made to obtain a verdict o G jj
but insane,” thereby saving the life of a Kkiller. tr'
"expert” psychiatrist was successful, but I am glad to -
in the recent Christie case the jury were not impressed.

To a rational mind the facts of the conduct of the ca Jr,
farcical. The judge tells the jury that, although otfie' |V j
may be mentioned, prisoner is only charged with one cr,-feodl;
must be kept in mind. Then, to support his case, J (g 1L
counsel cites five other deaths, and gets permission
another body! ~ " . m\/%i

The argument seems as follows: prisoner is charged v.th>
ing his wife by strangulation, nothing else must be ~ H
Clearly lie would have hanged for this. Evidence [
that he strangled other six, and for that reason the jury
to save this miscreant from legal strangulation. _, priy1a,

I might just say that counsel's plea for the demented i Of in I
to be¢ "lbetRed up for the rest of s hife” is yery " foPu
mark. There is no locking up these days, amd a poor jir k|
murderer is treated with great consideration. Other lu iclJ
to treat him with deference, lie gets special treats, one. 'y OF
a weeklV Visit to ®he cinema, wRere to--take:-hi &{a&il
own troubles, he may sec in a Westerner quite a g°
murdering.—Yours, etc., ]

GOOD SHAVIAN PROPAGANDA |

Bernard Shaw, always unpredictable, always paradoxic ~ufv
assailed religious superstitions and absurdities as tne .jjj
Rationalist would have liked. He baffled them as he . J
Fundamentalist. He was essentially an Atheist, of Br
he never used that term in his essays and speeches. Th** dQr_
an English clergyman sneaked into his house just befof* s
tion and prayed loudly for Shaw’s soul, saying that he "j n
Shaw believed in God, whether he was a Christian or 1.
Shaw, in death, revenged himself on the pious
meddler. His Will, among other heretical utterances, s
that no Sermon or Prayer, least of all one invoking pf'.
implying any sympathy with the Cross and the DognI\;]tr
demption by innocent blood and sacrifice, should be utter* it |
residence or funeral y [)

The Cross was his particular aversion—it stood for
savagery, spites and childishness. if

Of the several major religions afflicting the world, Cn'ljjvf |
is incontestably the most preposterous, purile and off*1pil,
reason and moral decency. Shaw knew this, and said it aOgic

Coleridge said: “ Not one man in ten thousand has the g
of heart or strength of mind to be Atheist.” jpliL
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