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THE DUKE OF BEDFORD
AFFIRMS

HOUSE OF LORDS.
WEDNESDAY, DEC. 3.

The ILord Chancellor took his seat on the
Woolsack.

The Bishop of Ripon took the oath and sub-
scribed the roll. His sponsors were the Bishop
of London and the Bishop of St. Albans.

The Duke of Bedford signed the roll and made
an affirmation, having a conscientious objection
to taking the oath.

—711mes report.

Describing the scene, the Daily Telegraph for
December 4, says :(—

The Duke of Bedford took his seat in the House.
The Rishop of Ripon had just been introduced with
iwo Dishops at his side, and the customary bowings
and raising of hats to the Lord Chanceilor. The
Duke, wearing a grey lounge suit, with a soft white
collar, stood alone at the Clerk’s table.

The Bishop had taken the oath with the words,
““1 swear by Aimighty God . . . .”” The Duke de-
clared his conscientious objection to that form and
used the words, ‘‘ | do solemnfy and sincerely declare
and afirm . . . .”

Then he stepped to the Woolsack, shook hands
with the Lord Chancelior, and passed out of the
Chamber.

Actually, the Duke wore a dark blue suit.

The Parliamientary Debates, House of
Lords, Official Report (Vol. 121, No. 7), for
Wednesday, 3rd December, 1941, Col. 159, makes
strange reading when read in conjunction with
the above reports :—

The House met, The
Woolsack.

Lord Chancelior on the

LORD BISHOP OF RIPON.
Geoffrey Charles Lester, Lord Bishop of Ripon—
Was (in the usual manner) introduced.

The Duke of Bedford—Sat first in Pariiament after
the death of his father.

Why the headline for the “Lord Bishop of
Ripon?” Why “the usual manner?” Why no
reference to affirmation? And why “sat” when
the Duke of Bedford left the chamber at once?

The debate in the House of Loords on Novem-
ber 18, when Lords Ponsonby and Viscount
Cecil of Chelwood defended the Duke of Bed-
ford, and Lord Crewe and Lord Simon
denounced him, will be reproduced at an early
date, because of 1its great interest.

The Duke of Bedford is the first duke to
affirm.

Commenting on the history of “the great
house of Russell,” The Western Independent,
Plymouth, for November 23, remarks that the
Duke of Bedford is its head. It recalls that the
first Duke entered politics as M.P. for Tavistock
in the Long Parliament. He fought for Parlia-
ment at Edgehill, changed his views, and changed
them back again. He became Governor of
Plymouth and a supporter of William of Orange.
His son, Lord William Russell, was also M.P.
for Tavistock. He was executed on Tower Hill
for alleged treason against a regime that after-
wards fell. The 6th Duke was also M.P. for
Tavistock. He defended the French Revolution
and was a member of the famous Society of the

Friends of the People,
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THE CHRISTIAN AND

WAR
By RHYS J. DAVIES, M.P.

(Translation from the Welsh by
Mervyn LI Turner)

| Block kindly lent by the N.U.D.A.IW.

[. . . Born in 1877, in Llangennech, Carmarthen-
shire, Rhys Davies was brought up in the Welsh
tradition, and for the first fifteen years of his life,
c:t_)ud speak but little Engiish. During early years
his health was indifferent, so that his attendance at
schoo! suiffered. Three years swent on a farm, how-
ever, seemed to imworove his physique, for he spent
the nexi ten years of his life as miner in the
Rhondda Valley.

He was dissatisfied with mining conditions and
devoted himself to the cause of his fellows in the
pits. At 22, he fai'ed by two votes to gain election
as a focal official of the South Wales Miners’
rederation. This led to 2 break-away from the
colliery; he became cashier -of the Ton Pentre Co-
operative Society at 26/- a *‘eek, and married on
that wage. None of his fellow-employees was in a
Trade Union, and his success in organising them
teok him to the permanent staff of the National
Union of Distributive and Allied Workers at Man-
chester, in 1907. His eiection to the City Council
as Labour member ecventually followed; he also
served on the City’s Education Committea.

In 1918, he was defeated as Parliamentary eandi-
date at West Salford, but was returned fer West-
noughton for Labour Iin 1921. He was Under-
Secretary of State for Home Affairs in the first
Labour Government, in 1924, A serisus illness
prevented him from taking part in the 1929 election
campaign.

Rhys Davies is now a member of the Opposition
Front Bench in the House of Commons. it may be
that it is his Welsh tradition that makes his
opposition something real and refreshing to pacifists;
his beliefs may not be popular with Members, but
his sincerity and earnestness claim respect. Only a
man of his courage could have spoken so fearlessiy
at the 1940 Labour Parliament Conference In
London. His speech was so telling that the B.B.C.
and the ‘‘Daily Express’’ thought it worthy of
sarcastic and sometimes bitter attack. The West-
houghion Labour Party still supports Rhys Davies
faithfully.

He specialises in Social Insurance. He did pioneer
work for widows’ and orphans’ pensions.

Rhys Davies is an eloguent speaker and an
amateur singer and musician, He has acted as
Sunday Schoo! teacher, a choirmaster, _and a local
preacher with the Welsh Congregationalists.

His social and political utterances may not have
won for him general support, but his sincerity and
thoroughness have secured for him_ t'he respect of
men and women of ail shades of opinion.

Our Comrade Davies was one of the 42 M.P.s who

voted, last month, in cpposition, for conscriptior_l of
wealth. He also moved and spoke strongly against

the conscription of women.—Ed.]

There is nothing like war for presenting the
Christian with difficulty and perplexity; he
knows where he stands on almost every question
but this. There is no doubt in his mind con-
cerning lesser evils; his ju—dg‘mcnt 1S uAwavering
on thieving, intemperance, adultery and untruth-

-

'

tulness. Indeed he is emphatic enough in his
denunciation of war—until the holocaust comes.
sut once the massacre 1s begun, most Christians
follow their national Government; they clamour
for the defeat of the enemy as if Church and
Chapel were non-existent and the rudiments of
Christianity unborn. With the advent of war
the funeral of Reason 1s announced, and Truth
shares the tomb with Christian principles.

[Lvery Britisher, German and Italian abhors
the lesser simms and violently denounces any man
wio kills his neighbour. Though he may have
just cause for complaint against the unfortunate
whom he slew, yet the murderer is hanged. But
i time of war, a man in soldier’s clothes i1s
cecorated and carried shoulder high by the
crowd because he has killed a dozen nationals of
another country whom he had never seen. War
ts the most diabolical folly of all!

There 1s hardly a Christian prepared to justify
any war when the conflagration 1s over. It 1s
exceptional to find any Britisher justifying the
South African War, or the last Great War. The
reason 1s that every Government, on declaring
war, so sublimates its appeal that it convinces
the Churches that the fight 1s for Religion,
I'reedom, Morality, and the Higher Life. But
mid-way through the catastrophe, the truth comes
to light, and the unfortunate Christian who has
eyes to see, realises that far baser motives than
he anticipated drove his country into the chaos.
This holds good all the world over. Even Hitler
protests that the present war 1s a campaign for
freedom for Germany. And tor every success,
he, just as we do, renders thanks to the same

(zod.

Here are two example of what happens
amongst present-day Welsh Christians. One man
was for over twenty years treasurer and deacon
of a dignified and important Church in the
North. The members decided recently to loan
£100 from Church funds to the Government to
buy war weapons. As a protest he resigned
from his positions, withdrew his memberhip,
and no longer frequents any place of worship.

The treasurer of another important Church in
the South severed all his Church connections
for entirely different reasons. He was exceed-
ingly enthusiastic that the flock should collect
towards a war weapons fund. When the minister
refused to contribute, he left in high dudgeon,
and he too never attends a place of worship.
Which of the two came nearer to interpreting
the principles of Christianity in relation to war?

There are in Germany more than thirty million
Roman Catholics, and millions of Protestants.
It is said that almost a million copies of the
Bible were sold there during the twelve months
prior to the war. Why, therefore, do the
Catholics of the wvarious countries kill one
another? And why do Protestants do likewise?
That question confuses even those who never
attend Chapel or Church, and creates a difficulty
for thousands who profess Christianity.

Think of the millions of Christians who live
in Italy and of the millions too in this country
who profess the same faith. How is it that these
people shed one another’s blood? That is the
problem which presents itself to every man of
reason. 1t will be borne in mind, of course,
that the Pope and the Vatican are in Rome,

the metropolis of Italy.
It is obvious that no Government could, :n a

so-ealled Christian country, on any pretext,
declare war if the Churches refused to support
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the campaign. Unfortunately, however, although
their consent on this important issue 1s never
sought beforehand, the Church leaders are
usually readily prepared to condone what 1s done
by their Government. Even Members of Par-
lhament are not asked to vote for or against war;
it is also equally true that they are neither given
the opportunity of voting for or against peace.
kvery Government, even in this country, arro-
, gates to itself the sole right of declaring war,
as well as arranging the peace afterwards.

As the Christian in time of peace 1S SO un-

swervingly opposed to war, why 1s 1t that when

his Government decides to shed the blood of 1ts
people he is so violently in favour of hghting?
Do the principles of Christianity allow 1t? Or
must it be confessed that those principles become
impracticable? After 2,000 years of preaching
and praying, is it premature in the history of
man to translate Christian ethics into practice?’
Has man yet risen above his barbarity?  “The
historian records that for the first three cen-
turies of her history, the Church flatly refused
to support any war in any country, and preached
peace even when Governments persecuted her
for it. Why the change?

The organised Church is guilty of rejecting the
oospel that man is man wherever he dwells. She
is not quite sure of the commandment, “Thou
shalt not kill,” while she forgets the Golden Rule
except when peace flourishes.

THE GOOD AND EVIL.

The Church has fallen into the error of spread-
ing the fallacy that all Germans and Italans are
devils, and all Britishers saints. But there are

good and bad men and women 1n every country

throughout the word. It is not geographical and
racial differences that separate mankind; 1t 1s
the good and evil on all Continents. That would
be the Christian’s standard if he understood the
(rospel.

One of Hitler's failings 1s that he has pro-
nounced judgment on all Jews, protesting that
there is not one good man in their midst. But
the amazing thing is that many DBritishers too
believe the same about all the people in GGermany
and Italy. They say that it is the Good and
[Lvil that are at war, and, of course, all the
Good must be on our side.

Such ideas are entirely contrary to the (Gospel
of Christ.  That Gospel teaches us that the evil
and the good, in various degrees, Hourish mn all
countries alike. “‘Seventy million malignant
Huns,” declares the Prime Minister, “millions
curable and millions killable.” The stubborn fact
1s that Good and Ewil are batthing for mastery
within each individual, wherever he resides.

It is hardly necessary to dwell upon the con-
sequences of war—murder, famine, discase,
lunacy. Think of some of the consequences for
us of the Great War of 1914-18. The following
are the most recent statistics, published at the
end of March, 1939: 125,125 widows and
orphans; 31,850 soldiers minus a leg or an arm;
5,600 in asylums ; 28,900 suffering from neurosis;
24,700 consumptives; 2,730 paralysed; 1,935
blind; 1,900 not actually but bordering on 1n-
sanity ; 2,200 soldiers unclassified sufferers. In
this country alone, apart from one million killed,
there are still over 600,000 pensioners from the
(s;reat War.

We must therefore consider the all-important
population problem. If we go to war every time
our temper is ruffled, in another fHfty’years or
so there will be hardly enough men left here to
ficht at all, nor to safeguard our homes. The
problem France had to face recently was one ot
population as much as that of military strategy
and morale !

War as a means of setthng any dispute
between nations is a complete failure : it leaves
more problems at -the end than i1t set out to
solve. Had there been a negotiated instead of
an imposed Peace at Versailles, it 1s quite pro-
bable that we would never have heard of Hitler
or Mussolini, and might also have avoided this
present war as well. In order to destroy

Hitlerism we must eliminate the poison that
created 1t,

THE WORD

It 1s said that Hitler made the present war;
but the question is, who made Hitler? Some
insist on beginning to write the history of Europe
as from 1933 or 1934. That will not do; 1t 1s
of no avail removing milestones thinking that
by so doing you abolish all scales of measure-
ment,

The Church lost ground in Dritain because
she supported the South African War. DBy sup-
porting the Great War she lost still more. The
statistics of our British Christian Churches
suggest that this country is now almost pagan.

What will the position of the Church be at
the end of this war? Her fate will be decided
then by her behaviour now.  The Pope alone
ventures a counsel of reason to-day, and even he

imm  his condemnation of war uses his words
sparingly.
It 1s unfortunate that more Christians are

ready to die for their Government than suffer for
Truth. And let us remember that “T'ruth 1s not
the prerogative of any one nation or country;
there is no chosen race. It 1s the Good that 1s
universally chosen by the Almighty.

A “UNITED” FRONT.

What is most surprising in time of war 1s the
boast made by Governments that all their people
support them. They punish their critics; they
bully newspaper editors; they cast their
opponents into prison; only the sycophants may
whisper over the Radio; and then they loudly
proclaim a “‘United” IFront in support of war.

There are those who declare that the only way
to reach the goal of peace 1s to shed mnocent
blood. Such an assertion is as foolish as 1t 1s
to say that the surest way to temperance 1s
through inebriacy. It 1s not sufficient for the
Church to exist merely for christening, marrying
and burying people. It 1s not enough to create
a desire for peace when all nations are of one
accord, and then unsheathe the sword when
(Government calls.

Has the Christian Church in LEurope to-day
something better to offer the people than talk of
final victory? When workers strike, sensible
people insist that the best way of settling
differences 1s for both parties to meet round the
table, and if at all possible, to arrive at a com-
promise. Is this at all possible in time of war?

Some time ago the Pope submitted I'ive Peace
Points which met with the unanimous approval
of the leaders of the Churches in this country.
The Pope was not asking for peace, but seeking
to influence the rulers of the warring nations to
eliminate malice, hatred, and jealousy from the
peace terms when the day came to settle.  He
took that step believing that the present tragedy
was engendered by the Versailles Treaty. ‘That
is at least one step that the Churches can take
at the present time: to prepare the people to
cease talking of “hanging the Kaiser™ as was
done in 1918, We wonder what is the reply of
the Churches to the IFive Peace Poimnts. It 1s
obvious that these are difficult times in the
history of the Churches. What would be the
Saviour's answer to the present challenge? 1f |
am not mistaken, He would declare Himself a
conscientious objector in whatever country He
dwelt. And did 1 believe otherwise, I would not
direct my steps to any Chapel or Church ever
again,

Tt will be remembered that the Saviour lived
under the Roman voke; the laws of the Roman
Empire were quite as cruel as may be found in
any other country to-day. But He protested
against them, and it is certain that He would
never join the Forces of His country to fight for
any cause, whatever the attitude of the Govern-
ment of His day.

Everybody is agreed that bombing civilians 1s
of the devil: but as is the custom in war, each
party blames the other: it is always the other
side that offends. And both sides, through their
clergy, pray to the same High Power for victory;
and God laughs when He beholds their

childishness.

It is strange celebrating Christmas, the festival
of the Prince of Peace, in the midst of war, We

sing carols to cherish the memory of the Angels’
Song with its thoughts of “Peace on earth and
goodwill to men” when the greatest and the most
absolute Conscientious Objector of all times was
born. The European Continent is too wicked to
welcome the dove of peace, whilst the statesmen
Furope has produced are ill-suited to receive the
Gospel of Him who rejected the philosophy of
IForce. The angels weep to witness men 'kidlling
one another; they are sad when starvation looms
in the distance. Fortunately they may not read
our Press; theirs 1s a different tongue. But
they are familiar with our spirit and our way of
hving. What, we wonder, do they think of our
Christian Churches in these dark days?

There 15 no reason for the existence of the
Church unless it has something better to offer
mankind than Spithres, Messerschmitts and
Capronis. And why is it that we find the clergy,
who themselves are not expected to fight, sup-
porting their Governments in all wars? It is
impossible that all Governments can be right; if
it were so, they would not be at war., g

That is the problem the Christian has to face
to-day, and it 1s on his attitude now that he
will be judged when the catastrophe is over.

THE NEW AGE.

By the New Age, we do not mean the (German,
Indian, Russian or British systems of politics or
economics.  You may have more than one
system 1n any one age,; systems depend on the
mind and spirit of those living at the time,
Naturally 1t 1s the people who are responsible
for the age in which they live, and not the
(zovernments.

We need not unravel the past with its mistaken
ideas and 1ts shame, but rather to look into the
future to catch a ghmpse of what might well
happen when the present brutish war is over.

Let us hope that the black-out, the gas-mask
and the ear-plugs will be superfluous in that new
age. Ikverybody then will be able, we presume,
to buy and eat cheese and butter freely. That
will be an age when it will be possible to sleep
in bed rather than in an Anderson shelter; an
age when the church bells will ring once again,
calling the devout together as of yore. |

With that New Age will come great changes,
Some foresee cottages of stone and brick being
built again; houses far better than the old are
promised. Then will new bridges cross streams
and rivers great and small, and aeroplanes will
transport the millions to the end of the earth
through cloud and mist and clear sky, without
showering fire-bombs on innocent women and
children on their flights. Then, too, man shall
be free to express his opinion on the problems of
the dayv without fear of being tripped up in the
niceties of the law. And then, we hope, the
Radio will be accessible to those whose voice for
a time has been silenced.

Perhaps in this New Age every infant shall
have his fill, every child a better education than
his parents, and every adolescent his fair and
just rights from Authority. Some will have it
that no-one will be 1dle in that age; mechanical
power will pull every cart on the highway, and
the plough will turn the furrows by the same
process. It will no longer be necessary to work
eight hours a day for six days a week; everyone
will have enough and plenty if he works for four
hours on four days out of seven, and every
worker shall have leisure to do as he will, as
if he were a gentleman of means. And no more

will be heard
“Dwyn er geimiog dan gwynaw;
Rhoi angen un rhwny v naww.”
(Winning his pence through suffering;
Sharing the needs of one between nine.)

Has the Church a mission for the common
man everywhere to hurl at the oppressor and
all who love war? Or is it content to believe
that peace is but a slumber between wars; that
it is no longer possible for nations to live in
amity and friendship? In the New Age 1t 1s to
be hoped that war is obsolete. It will not be
po-sible to attain a New or a Golden Age until
humanity is ready to sacrifice and work as much
for peace as it does for war. To live in that

Acge would indeed be a jov,




































