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f2h) need i i 2
ijIj\r?anot. a new morality, especially for teenagers®
stUktj cLief need at present is to stop dramatizing our
Uhigign: ,to stop thinking of ourselves as unique and
abof In "Mireate<L  All the neurotic, apocalyptic talk
the “ 1 ,/a'lure of the “old” and the desperate need for
Wene* * in morality is becoming rather ridiculous.
prec,, Lrlde ourselves on our realism, but we are being
draS +d with a new melo-
lhermtlc romant|C|sn?) I(gf
_ century back-
treetsi_e:]}f young “Tough
the er” confronting

and concrete

Hg{eﬁﬁ n’s “Manfred”,

it le (?V*I forces of the
tW °r]

recfé‘i'n"Egen&riggf E[?rgﬂ%an mountains; Shelley’s open-
ltaljan yQUT4 crying tragedy so beautifully from the soft
j. sTores, has now become the lonely teenager, smart-
?yoer ru™ ' leaning against the hard brick wall, tie askew,
'Poig?Ws % drooping from the corner of his gob, an
the Gy arcane leer in his eyes, taking it cool, rejecting
H ~Plex constraints and obligations of the world, and,
Pt the disgusting hypocrisy of the “oldeys”. Do
sifac deceived, though. Look deep. Under the tough
\4j 61~ frat jazzy sweater, there is a vacuum, an aching
‘“ted ere M's heart should be. Gazing up to the skies,
'net! h niorc hy the orange materialistic blaze of commerce
tty p vy ihe stars, he is sickened by a universe made dull
Pyths tef TV astronomy and empty of those exciting
tre Jiva°d colourful gods which fed rich meaning into
to, of earlier, luckier generations. Off he slouches
'he,0 KB.a Wit vof 1hemp, rmeet vhis permissive «doll .round
A dallying with her lovely dyed hair, making a
f°0in n 's m'sery until the bang goes off a J
Ap shaped cloud swallows up his agony.

VIEWS AND

@tre j what a silly caricature it is; what an orgy of self-
self-pity. And the trouble is, it is not even the
¥ senCs- own image, ft is the adults who, in some mood
Joy~atl°nalist worry and denunciation (or perhaps with
X é’\a)(]'\/\/riting ancl lurid newspa_Per-writ_ing—and—selIing
ave drawn this cartoon.” The majority of young
% th«Q) not come within miles of the stereotype neither
TOleV wyant to.
0 with, all the supposed facts which are held
N S ours a unique, crucial and generally worsened
Ipiq n>are, at the very least, highly dubious. It is by
mye] , s certain that young people of today are more
N n? sexual licence, more anti-social, more irrespon-
Vo°re aPathetic, more confused about moral issues,
Vol Ung people of earlier times. The several studies
oti 2 People (by Thelma Veness, Mr. and Mrs. Eppel
s ers) all show that most of them are far less sinister
jVjg~ationgi than this. They appear to have quite
Nine Sens*hle aims: they want peace and quiet and
ih at tIf atlc*”ove an”™ a house with a garden and a sand-
tKN an ,“ottom (not- one would have thought, unique
air paa history?). They seem to get on quite well with
ents. They do not appear to be continually raging

Founded 1881 by G. W. Foote

A Humanist’s Decalogue

By RONALD FLETCHER

which is difficult to alter by political action.
therefore, we feel helpless even apathetic.

Price Sixpence

round the streets, foaming at the mouth for casual irres-
ponsible sex, and they seem to be remarkably and sensi-
tively concerned with mutuality of consideration in their
personal relationships. Of course, they are worried by
the bomb, but who is not?

Many aspects of the social situation are considerably
improved today. But the gloomy, ghastly vultures—the
companions of doom—cannot be happy unless they have

. blackened 20th century
mankind completely. These
croaking vultures will agree
that, though some so-called

OPINIONS

social and material im-
provements (little  things
like piped water, baths,
lavatories, better health,

longer life, more pleasure
and less pain) have been made, we are in fact (inwardly)
far more wicked than before, and, during the past 50 years,
have perpetrated far greater evils than have ever been
committed in human history. They will praise earlier,
simpler, nobler times and denounce such recent evils as
Hitler’s treatment of the Jews. But this modern-man-
hating myth of the vultures cannot be attacked too hotly.
An Improved Modem World
In the 20th century, the hating, plundering and murder-
ing of Jews by Hitler was repudiated in disgust, horror
and sadness by the rest of the world. But throughout the
history of Christendom, until the power of the Church

was broken (by awful rationalists and revolutionaries)

this, though not at all times so violent, was the generally
accepted attitude and practice towards the Jews. <

No, the world has improved very much during the past
150 years, and men are now in the throes of great diffi-
culties and intense conflicts largely because they have
every intention of improving matters still further—and for
everyone, not only for the few most fortunate nations.

It is doubtful, too, whether those factors which are held
to have changed the nature and social position of the
teenager have really raised any new moral issues. It is
true that the possibility of nuclear war is a ghastly pros-
pect; but earlier generations have also had to face the
threatened disruption of their lives and destruction of
their civilizations by war, and though nuclear war would
be much more devastating, it is doubtful how far the fear
of it really enters into our experience as a deeper
emotional factor. Somehow, it is a possibility difficult
really to believe. In any case, the threat does not change
moral issues.

Moral Issues Unchanged
The rights and wrongs of morality are what they are

whether | am to live one year or seventy. The idea that
the threat of early extinction is a valid excuse for indulg-

ing uncontrolled appetites is only a variant of the idea

that: “If | knew there was no after life—I should just have
a good time.

What would be the point of being good?”
But such a person has not begun to know what morality
is about.

It is true, too, that we live in a complex world
Sometimes,
But this is not
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a new situation. The institutions of society must always
seem a massive set of constraints to the young people who
grow up within them, and though it is true that modern
society is more complicated than hitherto, it is also true
that far greater efforts are now directed to making it clear
for young people so that they can be helped towards
meaningful social participation and citizenship. Also,
young people now have greater opportunities to alter their
society than had earlier generations. It must not be for-
gotten that complete adult suffrage in Britain (for women
as well as men) is only 35 years old.

Similarly, though there may be a “gap” between parents
and adolescents, this, surely, cannot be greater than in
earlier generations? Modern parents, though they may
be perplexed as to how to help and advise their children,
are so because they are more sensitive to the problems of
upbringing and are less confident in the “parental
authority” which they are supposed to possess. This should
be a ground for greater understanding, not less.

Sexual Morality

As to sexual morality, it is generally said that improved
nutrition and health with earlier maturing, the extension
of the period of dependence at school, better education,
and the relatively high incomes shortly after school-leav-
ing, have resulted in a great change in sexual behaviour,
which raises new moral issues. Certainly these factors are
at work, but | strongly suspect that we are exaggerating
their effects. | do not think the extent of earlier maturing is
so striking as to have made much difference. Children have
always matured early enough to make sex a problem. In
any case, coupled with the knowledge about earlier matur-
ing, we have also been shown how markedly the rate of
maturation differs between individuals. To compare
generation with generation is therefore an almost pointless
oversimplification.

“Monkey Runs”

The increased wealth of teenagers certainly makes for
greater independence, but whether this has substantially
changed the pattern of sexual behaviour is, again, open
to doubt. Before the last war, for example, most young-
sters left school at 14, and many left grammar schools at
15 and 16, and, though their wages would not be as high
as those of the present day, they certainly used them for
similar purposes. | sometimes think | must be the only
adult in Britain who remembers the “Monkey Runs” on
Sunday evenings before World War Il, when young men,
wearing the smartest and flashiest suits they could manage
to buy (or white silk scarves showing under their belted,
military-style macks), prowled up and down the flagstoned
pavements in towns and villages alike, casting lewd
flirtatious glances and uttering occasional guffaws of
embarrassed laughter at the haughty-then-coy-and-giggling-
then-straight-away-all-haughty-again girls who were also
dressed to kill; and how the sorting out of the gangs and
couples went on; and the drifting off to the rough wooden
seats along the roadsides, the stiles, the dark fences be-
hind the houses, the woods, the patches of wasteground . . .
Have things changed so much?

Not Only the Young

Finally, when one stops to think about it, why are all
these criticisms levelled particularly at the young? When
it is said that the young experience difficulties over sex,
that they are morally confused, helpless in the face of
large-scale organization and distant authority, politically
apathetic, worried about the bomb, and so on, the im-
plication seems to be that the old ones are different. But
are we? The truth is, surely, that every charge, every
criticism, every worry that can be voiced against the young
at the present time can, with equal validity, be voiced
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against the rest of us.

There are, also, no new ethical principles that w VS
conjure out of the blue for our guidance. It is, asisa *
the case, a matter of applying the ethical princip ' &
already possess to the changed situation in order to
clear as possible what our conduct ought to be. uje

Given this sceptical approach, it Is very questio
whether | should try to lay down commandments, L}
ially, too, because | believe that young people are e "*
of working out their own way, and, whether we unle
not, will do so. Indeed, it is an arrogance to as.
otherwise. | agree with Emerson: not

“Do not think the youth has no force because he ¢

speak to you and me. Hark! in the next room. j

spoke so clear and emphatic? Good Heaven! it B id,

it is that very lump of bashfulness and phlegm *

for weeks has done nothing but eat when you wer .

that now rolls out these words like bell strokes, iM

he knows how to speak to his contemporaries. Q‘eﬁ}&s

or bold, then, he will know how to make us

very necessary.”

A Challenge atc

Still, when in the context of all these criticisms w 10
asked point-blank by young people: “What ought v »
do? What rules of conduct do you offer us?”"—  j&&
try to give an answer. It is no use simply arguing the *
in front of them, praising or blaming them,disputing
lessly whether things are getting better or getting w
At some time, we must face up to their challenge. d,

Hence the following decalogue. May | say, oo
that, unlike Moses, | cannot lay claim to having “ada1®
versations with the Almighty, and, perhaps in conseq3“*
| possess neither the certitude of Moses nor his ex
simplicity of mind and utterance.

(To be concluded) hnf,
[Reprinted by permission of New Society and the au<’l

Religion and the Law

TwO daily papers that we saw deplored the behaviouw\||
MPs over Mr. Leo Abse’s Matrimonial Causes *
“Though nobody was rude enough to use the word >.
Norman Shrapnel in The Guardian (4/5/63), n
Abse bowed to an ultimatum . . .”, an ultimatum' $
livered, of course, by the combined Christian Ch

of England and Wales.

Members of Parliament should be ashamed, jLpt
Deryck Winterton in the Daily Herald (6/5/63). \*0b
the majority of MPs have any convictions on the F"e
lem?” he asked. “So long as MPs behave like this
is no hope of success for any Private Member’s B>
is at all controversial”, and because “GovernmeDm
far too scared of losing votes or splitting their f*
to do anything themselves”, the result is that

Commons do not tackle problems like divorce at a
Amendment of the Oaths Act is overdue, arg
police officer, writing in thd Police Review. Nii?

modern world it seems unecessary”, he says, lid

God into the courtroom, especially when more an ¢

people (judging from the recent book by the Bis

Woolwich and other religious writings) are in some

as to who God is and where He might be found < cajlev
If some formal declaration of responsibility )S < hi8

for, the police officer adds, a witness could concl

testimony with, “What | have said is true”, or

told the truth”. o(éjd $
A very sensible suggestion, but what chance jdle

have in Parliament, in the light of Mr. Abse’s expe
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Honest to Whom ?

By F. A. RIDLEY

-tlg-/myﬁn' that the recent book, Honest to God, written
abest ,, In Robinson, Bishop of Woolwich, has become
tednj'S ®r (al°ng with an ancient Hindu treatise on sex
inthc™UCS ~ can on'y Teregarded as another indication—
"Of tprCxni circumstances actually a rather striking one
heretj , disintegration of Christian theology. For out
berid™ i 'S*°P is n0 Luther, no Calvin. It would even
literatlculous to compare him from the standpoint of either
mod Ue or scholarship with say, such earlier Anglican
thesefin,sts as Dean Inge or Bishop Barnes. For both
abiijjy eame<J heterodox  clerics were men of indisputable

HshpreOVer’ h°th the gloomy Dean and the iconoclastic
thei® Were>if not orthodox Christians, at least orthodox
that 1+ .What precisely, his Woolwich Lordship imagines
jn  Is>is dubious even from the standpoint of Christ-
j For evidently as noted above, Dr.
aptly Sn % no Calvin; for as the late Archibald Robertson
ti0i iuuunented in his remarkable book, The Reforma-
~efor © « Calvin>the intellectual master of the Protestant
& it niation, carried Christian theology precisely as far
As thral™ g° without ultimate internal disintegration.
iy at able publicist then went on to note, Calvin’s
ireliyn theological successors merely indicate their own
‘hich@?a* bankruptcy and that of the Christian creed
TO « ey seek to revise by their present lucubrations.
% G tWge from a rather hasty perusal of this latest
Bq10'niahing locus classicus of modernist theology, the
rducr  Woolwich appears to represent the proverbial
heyd 2o ud ahsurdum of the whole process. For in its
Sgetl y* when theology reigned supreme as “Queen of the
a great theologian—say an Augustine or an
ftojd as~7derived his professional reputation precisely
detpo erir'ching his dubious science with fresh dogmatic
w Tations, whereas today, conversely, the art of a
of S'U theologian appears to be equivalent to the art
T 0'eSic retreat.
tlie , ahle to give up dogmas with a becoming in-
Noue W) aS™*'ty nowadays aﬁpears_to summarise the tech-
Oi every successful theologian. In which depart-
of a Ur- Robinson appears to have established something
r < ecord Perhaps the only modern writer who has
te ] .Gd more dogmas per page of a small book was
i\& le Chapman Cohen and he would not, | imagine,
he v, escribed himself as a theologian. And in any case
hid ps neither a DD (Cantab) like Dr. Robinson, nor
W C 10M the rank or draw the not inconsiderable
of a bishop.
U 'n lbe very least subscribing to the ultra-
iTe °x standpoint of the Anglo-Catholic Church Times,
nilot but sympathise with a recent comment that it
wurlll Henest to God. What it said, in effect, was
isbop'-st the Church of England had had its heretical
W r°m bishog Colenso of Victorian fame (who
IWe Moses to the higher critics) and Bishop Barnes of
Ainitvecent celebrity (who threw the Virgin Birth and the
nryif to Joe Unitarians), Dr. Robinson is positively the
feed rs\bRhop to renounce every dogma of the Apostles’
Nrds Which he is ordained and paid to defend. Usin
"Hit their ordinary sense, it is surely difficult to fin
in r[;b such a criticism.
\ e, int of fact, whatever opinion one may form about
O?a[propriety of a bishop doing what is in effect the
the Humanist movement, whilst still drawing his

[o] o

salary on the assumption that he is opposing it, the
Bishop of Woolwich does not even appear to be capable
of criticising traditional Christian theology at all accurately.
For a substantial part of his not very large book is devoted
to debunking the idea of God as an anthropomorphic
person; as (to use his own expression) “an old man in the
sky” as a visible entity “out there” in the more remote
periphery of the visible universe. But all this is scarcely
even accurate from the point of view of traditional theo-
logy itself, at least in its original sense. For any competent
Devil’s Advocate arguing the case for orthodox Christ-
ianity could easily demolish such a travesty, along with
the Aunt Sallies put up by his Woolwich Lordship. In
my passion for logical exactitude, | almost feel like under-
taking the task myself, even though | do not expect an
honorary membership of the Christian Evidence Society
for so doing. For the Bishop of Woolwich does not know
even his own theology. Whatever anthropomorphic lan-
guage popular preachers or laymen may use, classical or
medieval Christian theology has never taught in its stan-
dard definitions that God is either an old man in the sky
or a visible entity out there in space.

Let us give our Anglican Bishop just a few authoritative
definitions, beginning with that of his own Church, to
which as a bishoIJ he must have publicly assented. The
Thirty Nine Articles of the Church of England define God
as “a Being without body, parts or passions”, a good
definition perhaps of nothing, but certainly not of an old
man in the sky. Or take St. Augustine to whom God is
“a circle whose centre is everywhere and whose circum-
ference is nowhere”, again dubious pre-relativity mathe-
matics but certainly not a spatial definition “out there”;
or the definition of God as “Pure Act”, as posited by
Avristotle and St. Thomas, and which is still the official
definition of God of the Roman Catholic Church. There
is nothing anthropomorphic about surch a definition; our
Bishop in his apparent zeal to embrace the point of view
of current critics of Christian orthodoxy, has, so to speak,
emptied the baby out with the bathwater, like the famous
French royalists who, as King Louis XVIII was con-
strained to remark, were “plus royaliste que le roi".

Broadly speaking, Christian modernism, of which Dr.
Robinson is the latest representative, has hitherto passed
through three main stages. It began by criticising the
Old Testament, a process by now virtually completed.
In the Protestant Churches, anyway, it is pretty generally
agreed that the Old Testament can and should be read
(and criticised) like any other book, a point of view nowa-
days generally accepted outside a lunatic fringe which
stretches from Billy Graham to such still arch-fundamenta-
lists as Jehovah’s Witnesses. As far as the verbal in-
spiration of the Old Testament is concerned, the modernist
battle is all over bar the shouting. A contemporary cleric
can throw Balaam to the ass, or Daniel to the lions with
impunity and retain his orthodoxy (and its temporal emolu-
ments), unimpaired.

The second phase, that of the Higher Criticism of the
New Testament, is still inconclusive, for obviously
Christianity is much more immediately affected by its re-
sults than in the case of the exclusively Jewish Old
Testament, the truth of which is ultimately of more con-
cern to Judaism rather than to Christianity. However,
sufficient inroads have already been made upon the

(Concluded on next page)
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This Believing World

The “News of the World” has at last (April 28th) un-
earthed the “mystery” of the recent “Black Magic” events
which made such a good story recently—in fact, descrip-
tions of Black Magic ceremonies have always made good
stories, especially if human sacrifices took place! The
reporter met one of the believers, a youth of 19 with “shifty
eyes”, who gave the whole show away—no doubt for a
suitable money present. But the most interesting thing
about the article was its heading, “Strange secrets of the
Black Mass fanatics”. The “secrets” were so strange that
anybody even with an elementary knowledge of the subject
could have recited them offhand.

We were told that Black Magic was, when it was first
practised, “a direct insult to the Church [of Rome] which
it opposed”. We were also told that the “service” was
often conducted by a renegade priest, that a naked woman
was used at the altar—she was supposed to represent
Diana as part of that Goddess’s fertility worship—that
worshippers stood around in a nine-foot circle and, among
other “strange secrets”, the Lord’s Prayer was recite

backwards. (This certainly would have had as much
effect as reciting the alphabet backwards.) All these
“fanatical” proceedings can be found in any “occult”
work. Still, Black Magic always makes a good story.

Addressing the Lewisham Liberal Education Association
Mrs. Caroline Brown claimed that “hymns in some primary
schools were frequently a form of muddled indoctrination
in the guise of music” as if most of her hearers didn’t
know. She also objected to “non-religious” teachers
teaching small children Bible stories some of which at
least, when a child grew older, he had “to unlearn”. In
fact, she wanted a more “enlightened attitude towards
religious teaching”, the aim of which was “selectively to
reject some of the Bible stories . . .” and relate the child
to modem living.

The point to note here is how our educationalists now re-
cognise what we have taught for two centuries, that under
examination unhampered by fear of the blasphemy laws,
the “tall” stories in the Bible are simply untrue. God’s
Holy Word is based on myths and symbolism written up
in the form of fairy tales and, under the impact of modern
science can no longer be believed. We are proud to
record that at last the work of our pioneer Freethinkers
is achieving such marvellous results.

But of course it is impossible to outgrow centuries of
indoctrination, ignorance and credulity in a week or so.
We have always some atavistic forces to contend with.
For example, the Mormons can rope in quite a number
of converts with super-fairy stories; but their latest attempts
to enforce no tea-drinking at the weekly socials because
they own the church hall where these take place would
even make Peter roar with laughing if only that Holy
Apostle had a sense of humour.

The truth is that the Mormons want to enforce an eleventh
Commandment—as the Daily Mirror (April 30th) appears
to suggest. It would read, “Thou shalt not make tea”,
and it asks, “Is the road to hell paved with lumps of
sugar?” And what is its comment? That some Churches
“are out of touch with modern life” about as big an
understatement as possible. All the Churches will one
day, learn that, at least in the West, the days of Oriental
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“indoctrination” are numbered—and that includes o't

ianity.

Believers in flying saucers and great space ships tron Ngﬁ
and Venus reaching this planet hundreds, perhaps "a
sands of years ago will no doubt be pleased to le:* sian
their opinions are strongly reinforced by a *e tje
scientist (London Evening Standard, April 30th). JiC
Lebanon, a correspondent came across dozens of 8P tjs
rectangular blocks of stone which the Russion sc
insisted formed a “rocket launching pad” to blas® ‘e
back home again. These stones are “bigger than ;
stones forming the Pyramids”, and therefore they Iy
have been made by visitors from other plants. 1 s
no end to the story-making from the East which ga

the Arabian Nights, thank God!

HONEST TO WHOM?
(Concluded from page 155)

traditional view of the New Testament to guarantee
mate victory. Both the Virgin and the Gaderene s *
will eventually follow Samson and Delilah int0
theological dustbin. , 3

The third and most crucial stage is represented  *
burning question (for Christians) of the origin O
Christian Church itself. Was it an individual or a c ¢jef
live creation? Were its sacraments ordained by its f°
(or founders) or were they borrowed from the ten
temporary Gnostic mysteries? Here, as Dean Inge %0
sensibly noted, “the points at issue are between those
know and those who do not know, or want to kn0"j’ tj0ii
actual facts”. However, this third phase in the evo #
of modernism is still in the stage of learned research
scholarly argument; it has not yet reached the ,
general public. In my own opinion, as | have ind*
elsewhere, Christianity initially emerged from the *
temporary social crisis of the Roman Empire, and js
existence of an individual Jesus (or perhaps of
not in itself a really important problem. Just at Prefijd
Dr. Robinson, unless his little book is to be
merely as an individual, but isolated tour de force, aPPjii-
to have opened yet a fourth stage in the sequential e~ \
tion of Christian modernism: the existence of a PeL 59
God (and, presumably of human immortality). * uh
Honest to God may have at least some historical, 1
scarcely intellectual, importance. Jast

But a nice ethical question still remains. For A~
the Bishop of Woolwich is apparently prepared *O.
Church to get rid of a personal God, he yet n°
suggests that the Church should also scrap the ablil
revenues that it levies in the name of a God in wn° jsil
no longer believes, This may be “honest to God” tu (f
honest, even in the most narrowly commercial sen
the term, to the rank and file Christian believers
sincerelg believe that they are doing their duty to
God who will presumably reward them. And doe
this confirm the prophetic aphorism of Karl Mar*. o
“the Church of England would rather lose the who *
its Thirty Nine Articles [and God, F.A.R.] than f
thirty-ninth of its income”. Evidently the Bish V
Woolwich agrees with Marx!

WITHOUT COMMENT . (jh]]l

“On some occasions when the I__itanly has been sung?1

so far from finding it an occasion lor spiritual uphn« . (hOf
been conscious of some of my brethren whistling thmag* ,.;110
teeth.—Bishop of Southwark at the Convocation ol Can
(Daily Telegraph, 7/5/63).
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Lecture Notices, Etc.

EdinK . OUTDOOR
eve Ugh Branch NSS (The Mound).—Sunday afternoon and
tondain8: Messrs. Cronan, McRae and Murray.

) “ranches—Kingston, Marble Arch, North London:
Bin % Arch), Sundays, from 4 p.m.: Messrs. L. Ebury, J. W.
nv,RKER C. E. Wood, D. H. Tribe, J. A. Millar.

B»ner Hill). Every Thursday, 12—2 p.m.: Messrs. J. W.

Manrk R ar|[d L. Ebury. . .
ew esler Branch N§S (Car Park, Victoria Street), Sunday

nings-
I\'?fseysn%e Branch NSS (Pierhead).—Meetings: Wednesdays,
North'P" Sundays, 7.30 g.m. )
BEw ~0nd°n Branch NSS (White Stone Pond, Hampstead).—
Notth,A.Sunday, noon: L. Ebury ]
| <J8ham_ Branch NSS (Old Market Square), every Friday,
prn-: T. M. Mosley.
Br . INDOOR
S,'nShain Branch NSS (Midland Institute, Paradise Street),
tJ? ,ay. May 19th, 6.45 p.m.: J. A. Miltar, “Why 1 am
of Christianity”. . .
AHunuuifat Group™ (Friends Meeting House, Cleveland
i: Monday, May 20th, 7.45 p.m.: R. Arnold, “Abortion

Lni,, ace Ethical Society (Conway Hall, Red Lion Square,
Cir on> W.C.D), Sundaa/,_ May 19th, 11 a.m.: Richard
emBN\es, OBE, “The Religion” of the Bishop of Woolwich”.

Notes and News

*dP Peek’s Views and Opinions is the introductory
FletL1 lo 1™ Humanist’s Decalogue” by Dr. Ronald
U,i* Lecturer in Sociology at Bedford College,
icgtyJJ: The Decalogue itself—“Ten Non-Command-
Wics WFL follow next week. We are sure readers will
ti this important statement by Dr. Fletcher (par-
Qg “rly hi the light of recent correspondence discussions
$0rfOra"ty) as we did when we first read it in slightly
gatcPr f°rm in New Society (May 2nd, 1963). We are
pim u lo the Editor of that paper for permission to re-
Atho Fto ncorP°rate additional matter supplied by the

of j( Week we printed The New York Times’ explanation
, refusal to review or to advertise Emmett Mc-
tliij Il s Crime and Immorality in the Catholic Chinch.
refer it is the turn of the Chicago Tribune (wrongly
firet,d to last week as the Chicago Times) “The World’s
Mav'T ~ ewsPaPer”. as it calls itself, to give its reasons.
7<tna * rerr>ind you,” W. F. Bohnsack the Advertising
tiog “er- wrote to Mr. Richard Stern, “that an accusa-
a’so Protluce a defense. When both parties are
°r W’ lafn sonic decision can be made as to who is right
Qni °nS”. “rn this particular instance,” Mr. Bohnsack
v~’ twe N turn down tfe advertisement for the
Iite mention. It was not because of the title nor
K8hg* s contents, but the manner in which the adver-
\ WwCFy was worded.” So there you have the defence.
°nder what decision you will come to?
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“The Catholic Church has made access to the docu-
ments difficult; but the main facts have been known to
scholars of the Nazi era. Though the Vatican had in-
formation to the effect that Jews were being gassed at
the rate of several thousand a day (up to nine thousand at
times of peak efficiency), though Pacelli must have known
that a massive movement of non co-operation by Euro-
pean Catholics, a display of effective solidarity with their
Jewish brethren, would have put severe obstacles in the
path of the Final Solution, he did not move”. At last the
much extolled “Pope of Peace” has been exposed in a
British newspaper—The Sunday Times (5/5/63). The
scholars knew, but remained silent, and it was left, as
usual, to Freethinkers to assert the truth. Now Rolf
Hochhuth’s play, The Vicar may. as The Sunday Times
headline put it, “stir sleeping consciences” over “Papal
Policy and Mass Murder”.

*

“Many of the characters are actual portrayals”, said The
Sunday Times writer, George Steiner. “The Vicar” is,
of course, Pius XII, and the young Jesuit who pleads in
vain for a papal condemnation of Nazism, is “a figure
based on actual fact”. When the play is performed in
English at the Royal Shakespeare Theatre in the Autumn,
said Mr. Steiner, “cuts will no doubt have to be made”,
but he called for a full printed text, complete with “the
supporting documentary material”.
*

Now we know—thanks to the Roman Catholic Arch-
bishop of Liverpool—that it is not true that the Pope has
“become soft on Communism”. Sometimes we wonder
who is infallible, the Pope or Dr. Heenan.

It is not for us to take sides in the dispute between the
Archbishop of Canterbury and the Bishop of Woolwich
over the latter’s religious best-seller, Honest to God. Colin
McCall has already critically reviewed the book (5/4/63)
and this week F. A. Ridley considers it in relation to
traditional theology. We content ourselves here, then,
with impartially recording that, whereas to Dr. Ramsey,
“the book appeared to reject the concept of a personal
God as expressed in the Bible and the Creecl” (The
Guardian, 8/5/63), Dr. Robinson insists that he “had
affirmed as strongly as he could the utterly personal
character of God as the source and ground and goal of
the entire universe, and he wholly accepted the doctrine of
God as revealed in the New Testament and enshrined in
the Creed”.

Still, as The Guardian correspondent, Michael Wall,
pointed out (8/5/63), the Archbishop is obviously con-
cerned about the effect of the book on “the conversations
being conducted with the Roman Catholic Church by
theologians and on the other conversations with other
Churches”. And he was apparently especially grieved by
the Bishop’s article in The Observer prior to the book’s
publication. Dr. Robinson, however, regarded himself
as a missionary trying to helfp those on the fringe of the
faith or quite outside it. Of one thing we feel certain:
Honest to God will convert no intelligent Atheist.

The Congregational Union of England and Wales has
declared in a recent report that “puritanical” Christians
were unrealistic and harmful to the Christian cause. Many
sincere Christians regularly watch a TV play or light enter-
tainment on a Sunday evening, said the report (Daily
Herald, 30/4/63). “And few Christian women now con-
sidered it a grievous sin to knit or sew on Sundays”.
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“Theology or Truth?”—that was the typically forth-
right title of a typically forthright contribution by Dr.
J. V. Duhig which we printed on April 5th. At that time,
though we didn’t know it, the author was seriously ill in
St. Andrew’s Hospital, Brisbane, Australia, after a heart
attack a month earlier. Dr. Duhig died on April 14th at
the age of 73.

James Vincent Duhig was born in Brisbane in 1889, a
son of the late Edward Duhig, and a nephew of Roman
Catholic Archbishop Duhig. He graduated as a Bachelor
of Medicine at Sydney University in 1914, and enlisted for
the first world war in the Medical Corps, in which he
became a major. After the war he took a post-graduate
course at King’s College, London, specialising in patho-
logy, and then toured Europe and the USA, where he
made friends with many artists and authors. Returning
to Brisbane, Dr. Duhig founded the pathology department
at the Mater Hospital in 1919, and gave a great deal of
time to hospital work there and elsewhere. He was a
member of the first committee appointed to advance the
establishment of the faculty of medicine at Queensland
University, and became its first professor of pathology,
the University’s pathology museum being named after him
in recognition of his work. He was a Fellow of the Royal
Australian College of Physicians, a Fellow of the Austra-
lian and New Zealand Academy of Arts and Sciences, and
for ten years president of the Queensland Royal Art
Society. He was a keen art collector and contributed art
criticisms to the weekly Sydney Bulletin. He also won
the Laura Bogue Luffman literary comﬁetition with a play,
The Living Passion, afterwards published in London and
chosen as one of the best plays of the year. Pie read and
wrote French fluently and translated (among other things).
Prosper Alfaric’s From Jewish Messianism to the Christ-
ian Church for the Pioneer Press.

It will be seen that there were no “two cultures” for
James Duhig. Humanity was one, and human interests
were his interests. “lI am a man and nothing that is human
is alien to me” might well have been his motto. He had,
of course, a passionate concern for science, but he fre-
quently urged audiences not to neglect art, music and
literature. All were essential in “rebuilding a shattered
civilisation”. He was described by the State president of
the Australian Medical Association, Dr. V. N. Youngman,
as “a man gifted in many ways and a brilliant pathologist”.
Another contemporary referred to his “almost encyclopedic
knowledge of many subjects”.

Hatred, James Duhig certainly had—for those things
deserving of hate, and especially for religion. Because,
in his very last words in this journal, “Religion often pro-
motes hatred”. He knew Catholicism and the harm that
it could do—he had been brought up in it and his uncle
was a primate—small wonder that he detested it and ex-
pressed his detestation. He felt it too strongly to express
it mildly. And he suffered in consequence. “Merely to
say an ex-Catholic is now an Atheist or Rationalist brands
him as something bad”, he wrote to me, “when in actual
fact, as we know, he has improved his intellectual status”.
But Catholicism was also ridiculous. “A Catholic priest
in fancy dress cannot change a wafer into a God”.

James Duhig had, in fact, a delightful sense of humour,
most noticeable in his private correspondence, but also
detectable in his articles. At times, undeniably, he could
be impatient, especially of humbug, but as a colleague
remarked, “few men had a more kindly heart and few give
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assistance so readily to students of cultural subjects b
too, can vouch for his generosity and helpfulnes|- -,inesS,
It is good to know that despite his six weeks of ij ~’
he suffered little or no pain. His wife, Mrs. Kae
M. Duhig, writes: “Jim had been in excellent health
eagerly followed the Sheffield Shield cricket matches. ”
came home on the last day of the match, had .9 e
dinner and went off to bed at his usual time,
awakened me at 2.30 a.m........... | called the local do ~
and he diagnosed acute heart failure. He gave him
injection and he settled down. The next day we got *
into hospital ... He was terribly tired and slept m°s™rst
the time. He never complained . . . even with the - »
massive attack he only complained of the difficulty
breathing”. . 10
In short, James Duhig enjoyed life and lived it fully
the end. .
The funeral was private and the cremation took P
on April 17th. , 0
We send our deepest sympathy to Mrs. Duhig, an®
his two sons (both pathologists) and his two daughters
Colin McCall.

My Horror of the Cross
By ROBERT HUDON (Canada)

| have i'"EEN a sceptic from a very early age and 1

this attitude to be due in part to my first confronta
with a cross. My parents were very devout R° #
Catholics, and my father died when | was two year* fr
as | recounted in “Personal Story” (The Freethinl
23/1/59). During his last illness, my father would, If
ever possible, get up from his bed and, supporting him
on a chair, kneel down and pray before a cross, a® Or-
enable him to do this, the cross had been lowered to
level.

From what 1 have since been told by an elder sistc .|
was then at the toddling stage. | would take a few
then fall, and it was apparently during one of these »
cursions that | first became aware of the cross. |
father was kneeling in prayer as usual, and in his h <
he held what I now know to be a rosary. The b |j
attracted me and | tried to take them from him, a j
was roughly restrained and, during my struggle | not *i
for the first time the cross on the wall. The memory 0
has remained with me to this day.

My father, a lumberman, died of pneumonia, * jjjj
a widow and twelve children. It was on the day ° %
funeral that | next became aware of the cross. The h
was filled with people and | had been sent to play 1\, e®
garden. When the mourners left the house, they
led in procession by a man carrying a cross. | rall
ward, collided with the cross and lost consciousness.

After the funeral, my mother who had no heai*. fr,
money, found it impossible to keep the family togel®.
The elder boys were sent away to work for various
ployers, while | was taken into the home of a
Catholic couple. They were farmers, and on my
evening with them they dressed me in my best clothes *
took me on a tour of the village. The two most P *
nent places were the general store and of course,
church. At the former, my adoptive parents bougm
some sweets and | was deliriously happy. But o
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ber r /iuniey we had to go into the church. | can remem-

nicf. einS led by the hand to a tall statue, where my foster

Wid @ wh'spercd. “That is St. Joseph”. | was be-

Wesel'r™ and wanted 1° touch the statue to find out if it
r alve, but there was a rail in front,

bandat 5c*0°I' | learned that St. Joseph was the hus-
, ,of the Virgin Mary, the Mother of Jesus Christ, but

e-JQ , .
m%;lsph,thvgals_' Ori)(;t Ghost/.aﬁcr apparently having been
figifsitie the church wassa large cross with a life-size
je e Pfa man nailed to it. I was told that that was
thrrS uhrist crucified for our sins. | saw the nails driven
fe d e Palms of the hands and was told that the
wusf'ns on bis breast were blood dripping from the
ny f = It was a repulsive sight and, noticing my horror,
{ ] *°ster parents insisted that | knelt down and prayed.
{" Plored them to take me away; but | was told that
“th t kclter behave myself or—pointing to the cross—
dilf m'~t happen to you”! This was too much for my

,Niv%lypung mind, and in a panic, | ran away crying

\a tter this incident, my punishment for any wrong-doing
j, be forced to kneel at the foot of a cross.

n is no wonder that juvenile delinquency is so pro-

em,2ced among Roman Catholics, and the blame rests

04 "€ Priests. In their hands, the cross is a dagger which

ig tu adews the whole life of every Catholic from birth
the grave.

Points from New Books
By OSWELL BLAKESTON

’Sge things were happening in the lands where for
DHoRR prmce-bishops had--fived:-in--luxury and the
thai°tS ~ad happiI%/ kept harlots in cages. Men whispered
ge red dwarfs had been seen walking on waves, and
tet 1L lights had marched through walls. It was certain
ce .Prephets were arising to challenge friars’ pimples and
C al bellies, only to be themselves corrupted by their
W;rovised faiths and powers. Yet for the first moments
Hjo SOnie fresh speculator in the vested interests of re-
it  appeared with a new spoonful of smile and spit,
am'ght seem to disciples that deliverance was at hand
ma -that Jesus the Judge, white and fleshless, would
So.'Pnlate artillery in the cold sky to aid the new Elect,
b« - e was every reason for every man to persecute
H&ne'ghbour in the City of Munster in 1553. The Catho-
kuth"Vere challenged by the Lutherans, and then the
he(| “rans were ousted by the Anabaptists, whose tongues
alld °een nailed to pulpits for promising a novel paradise

Paovel penalties.

T/e  Vansittart brilliantly captures all this madness in
bed r'ends of God (Macmillan, 25s.). He shows us men
'bed with lunatic dilemmas. The Pone excommuni-

alm a comet, the priests warn men that if constituted
ke]j °nty tells them that two and two make five they must
ba)%,e b even against known knowledge, the Lutherans
@ ®Uneasy alliance with the Catholics against the gods
h e Peasants» the Anabaptists offer polygamy. In
tre pen these religious frenzies, when fanatics listen to
atatinY .cries of cats and dogs sacrificed at the cathedral
of ’ dtizens cower in corners and mutter that a crowd
Atj."abs has been discovered to be wolves dressed in
Ofg§"tmian robes, that a statue of the Virgin has flown
a crow to escape the vengeance of a mob, that Faust
saying that Satan is the elder son of God whom
cheated of his inheritance. But ever and again
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there is the craving of the slave for a master, always the
eagnerness to follow the latest prophet and make another
holocaust of victims. And all the time God diminishes,
proving himself to be neither very powerful nor very
good. Fat vindictive stars spin over a furnace.

The whole novel is, indeed, a remarkable and sustained
achievement. Here are crowds of men and women who
are ready to swear that leaves grow upon limbs and beards
sprout on trees. Did Christ say, “Love your enemies”?
Ah, but what was the expression on his face—loving, rav-
ing, joking, sarcastic even? How much more satisfying
to tie the heretic to a red hot seat and watch him sizzle.
As for oneself, one can fornicate against one’s true con-
science to mortify the soul; and for this God will reward
his Elect. Do not birds fly through the chamber of the
true prophet to keep the air in motion and banish sick-
ness and unseen worms?

The picture presented is a vast accusation against those
who preach and exploit religions. The author does not
overstress the moral, but lets us see the corruption in
every detail. The voices of the preachers cry out, and
God is rung like a bell at one crime after another. We
need no more to remind us that man should not worship
his god, but be himself his god.

A recently published anthology edited by I, J. Good,
The Scientist Speculates (Heinemann, 50s.), contains a
highly stimulating article by Stefan Themerson. The last
sentence is particularly memorable: “ ... itis a pity that
when God created various things at the beginning and
saw that they were ‘good’, he did not make the meaning
of tge word more clear by saying for whom they were
good.”

CORRESPONDENCE

The Editor welcomes letters from readers, but asks that they
be kept as brief and pertinent as possible.

FOSTER-PARENTS

| was greatly interested to read Margaret Mcllroy’s article,
“‘The People’ on Adoption” (The Freethinker, 19/4/63?. 1
know two young boys whose history illustrates Mrs. Mcllroy’s
theme, that affection and understanding are more essential attri-
butes of foster-parents than their brand of religion or lack of it
and that, furthermore, religion can sometimes be a baneful
influence in a child’s upbringing.

Jim and Michael, after being removed from their parents who
neglected them, spent a number of years in a large children’s
home. They showed serious behaviour problems—bed-wetting,
soiling and  stealing—and were probably not considered very
suitable for fostering. When Jim was ten and his brother eight,
however, they were sent as foster-children to Mr. and rs.
Richards, a couple who had considerable experience of bringing
up children and who were both affectionate and understanding
towards children. They made no secret of their lack of interest
in religion. When asked by the visiting officer, “You will teach
the children about their Heavenly Father won't _P/o_u?"_ Mrs.
Richards answered, politely but firmly, “No”. This did not
prevent the boys being placed in her care.

During their four years with Mr. and Mrs. Richards, Jim and
Michael " responded to the security and affection they were
offered. This was their first experience of normal home life, of
feeling that they were wanted and valued, of being able to eat
as_much as the% wanted (their astonishment when they had a
boiled egg for breakfast and could have a second one if they
fancied it is worth recordlnfg), of having outings in the family
car, and acquiring a set of “relatives” to take an interest in
them and send (hem Christmas presents.

Although some of their behaviour problems persisted for a
long time and their foster-parents sometimes wondered if they
were achieving any success, both boys were extremely hagpy,
and _their physical health was excellent. Eventually the bed-
wetting and other difficulties cleared Uﬁ.

About eighteen months ago, Mrs. Richards had a serious ill-
ness, for which there was no complete cure. She was told by the
doctors who attended her that she must permanently reduce her
work and responsibility. The visiting officer (after” some delay)
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found a foster-home for Jim and Michael with Mrs. Morris,
whose main interest in life is religion. She not only takes the
boys to church and Sunday school three times every Sunday,
but forbids them to ride their bicycles, spend money, watch tele-
vision (except religious programmes) or have any recreation on
Sundays. Because Mrs. Richards never went to church with them
ghe%/ did however, attend Sunday school while living with the

ichards's), Mrs. Morris considers her to have been a bad
influence in their lives and the boys are strictly forbidden to
visit her house. They do, however, make clandestine visits to Mr.
and Mrs. Richards.

It is noticeable that Michael has reverted to his old slyness,
which he had largely overcome. When “Grandpa”, a relative
of the Richards family, sent the boys some money last Christmas,
Michael hid his share inside the handlebar of his bicycle. Mrs.
Morris discovered that Jim had more money than usual and in-
sisted upon knowing where it had come from. When the boys
told her about “Grandpa’s” Christmas present they were forced
to hand it to Mrs. Morris to save for them.

Both boys have been unhappy in this foster-home. Jim became
so desperate a few months ago that he ran away and lived out
for several days before being brought back by the police. The
visiting officer commented, “l can see you are not happy here”.
But nothing has been done for him

Anxious to find an escape route, Jim tried to join the Merchant
Navy, but his_educational level was not good enough. He is
now trK!ng to join the Army, though his friends have tried to dis-
suade him. At sixteen he feels he cannot face another two years
with the Morrises and is determined to try any means of getting
away. Michael, at fourteen, has the prospect of several years in
his present home. He is trying to adapt himself to his circum-
stances, and has become rather sullen and shy in the process.
Another of Mrs. Morris’s ideas is that Jim has a bad influence
on hMichael and so the two brothers are never allowed out to-
gether.

Fortunately, there may not be many people whose religious
beliefs lead them to behave as Mrs. Morris dees, but | think the
stor?/ of these boys indicates the importance of considering human
qualities before religion when choosing substitute parents for
children. Audrey Marshall.

P.S.—AIl the names mentioned are fictitious, since it would
create more difficulties for “Jim” and “Michael” if “Mrs. Morris”
learned about this letter. All the other details are true and
authentic. — A.M.

DOGMATIC ATHEISM

Mr. Little asks “why not be dogmatic about atheism instead
of joining the waverers who want to go beyond or against
available evidence?” This sounds confused. Waverers do not
want to go against available evidence. Their trouble is that
they cannot make up their mind. They avoid dogma at the
expense of rationality.

As Mr. Little observes, Dr. Duhig’ article may be more “use-
ful” than “attempts to dispute dogma”, but this is a suggestion
that has a nasty ring of extpediency about it. Many statements
can be useful irresfpective of their truth—as dictators, priests and
astrologers have found out. It was the truth of Dr. Duhig’s
statements that concerned me, not their capacity to evoke desired
reactions. . . .

I was aware, with Mr. Underwood, that | was being dogmatic
about Dr. Duhig’s statements. | also know the difference between
“dogmatic” and “didactic”. Regarding the first point, | believe
that we should necessarily allow ourselves one dogmatic belief—
that nothing is certain. | attacked Dr. Duhig because he gave the
impression_of violating this essential principle. Regarding the
second point, “didactic” method can also be dogmatic; when it
is, it is_dangerous because it creates closed minds.

Mr. Dent asks if we should tell our children that fairies and
angels do not exist. | believe that we should, and with con-
fidence. But at the same time we should mention that there
are people who think that such things do exist. | am totally
opposed to creating a “dogmatic compartment” in a child’s mind
where beliefs popularly regarded as certain can be stored away.
What seems certain today may seem less certain tomorrow.

I have no sympathy with Mr. Huxley’s letter. He says, “non-

existence ... s rightly inferred from the lack of valid proof of
existence.” This is very loose thinking. | suppose he believes
that before man’s evolutionary history could be proved, the

story of Adam and Eve was true. | am also very sorry that
Mr.” Huxley considers my recommendation that atheism should
preserve intellectual honesty and awareness—“sheer bunkum”.
But bearing in mind his first point, his second is not surprising.

G. L. Simons.
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ATHEISM AND MORALITY ly to
As one who_calls himself Humanist | would like to * leased

Mr. Broom. The sanctions imposed by Humanism aP mOther

upon experience and observation of human behaviour. A

soon learns that to feed her baby in a certain way is tale

him happy and contented. A family learns that give an,

on all sides is a good basis for contented existence, g vjOur

reverse is also so obvious that observation of certain he

patterns becomes axiomatic. . jon of

Personal feelings often have to be sublimated, observal ~ u_
this builds character and leads to the further general rule ey
lated by ancient teachers, “Do unto others as you
should ‘do to you”.

As Humanists we distinguish between good and bad b>
serving the effects; 1 could not agree with Lowd Russedl "1 efif
have no justification. We arc justified in calling an acn°n “
when we observe that its effect is character-building, or 1, >§)‘|
kindly, all these judgments arc based on experience an
servation. Our criteria are therefore judgments based o
pcrience, our court of appeal is human sogal beh%/!ou_r.

eorge Dickinson-
BERTRAND RUSSELL tjdc

I am sure that your readers will have enjoyed the *nc(-{l,os
by G. L. Simons about this truly remarkable 'man. Mr. s " jd
has described him as being “the greatest Englishman”. 1' "Of
o further and call him the greatest of living men, ’,‘_e(aUaﬁﬁed
the sensible advice which he ‘is giving to the world in rc
of sanity and peace. ., tie

Mr. Simons could not be expected to have mcntionco "js
latest of Bertrand Russell’s services to Mankind—because
has only just been published in Britain.

It is a foreword to one of the most significant books that
been written in these anxious years. An honest American |1/
J. Cook), has had the courage to have described his
country, the USA, as being The Warfare State. fail

This is the title of his wonderful book, the theme SeIn”tfot
the American reactionaries (e.g. big business-men in Wall 5 »
and the well paid “chair-borne” admirals and generals 1Tjiey
Pentagon) arc collaborating to increase East-West tension.
are getting so strong that they arc becoming out of contr®
the Government. are

Bertrand Russell’s remarks include this sentence—“If ~L’rtylr
any human beings in the world at the end of this century, Jjor
Cook will be one of the men whom they will have to >banh
their existence”. Adrian PIG01
NOT YOU! i ft

I dont know whether that short paragraph in The FrEETH"M
(26/4/63) about an uninvited visitor was a reference to ?/
truly. Bill WarW 1™

[It wasnt—Ed ]
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