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ik 11 As often been pointed out, perhaps most notably by 
¡¡jn .too-little-read author, Gordon Rylands, in his Be- 
¡U '^Ss of Gnostic Christianity, Christian theology began 
theae ^ n°stic Pauline Epistles and in their continuator, 
tat, aWh°r of the Fourth Gospel. To Paul and John (or 
of Sf'their impersonators) are to be traced the beginnings 
t^hristkm dogmatic theology. The Epistle to the 

w^‘c^ certain]y was not an epistle (i.e. a letter)

originally addressed
^j,.Was not in all prob- 
t0 Jy originally addr 
^  Romans—“that mon- 
4 "tal treatise on Catholic 
o„t° °8y” as Albert Kalthoff

V I E W S  A N D  O P I N I O N S

alistic “gods” of the original Mesopotamian script had 
long ago been transmigrated into the solitary celestial 
gardener, Jehovah (Jahveh) who “walked in the cool of the 
day” round his aboriginal Paradise. As for Adam and 
Eve, they too stemmed from Mesopotamian prototypes, 
but their reincarnation in Genesis was essentially a Jewish 
one. As the chronology of Jesus Christ prefixed to 
Matthew and Luke clearly testifies, Adam “the son of

: God” was not only the

Inap t l y  described it—
|a, tile foundation of what 
yt e r
Nogy,

became Christian
by its original

0t creati°n an(J redemption based initially upon 
0*d Jewish legend of Adam narrated in Genesis but 

t|)eep mentioned in the canonical Gospels. According to 
|fst“auline scheme, sin originated with the Fall of our 
r j  Parents, Adam and Eve, in Eden, and the subsequent 
le^Ption of the human race was effected by the life and 
j|| v? of the “Second Adam”, Christ. For, as in Adam, 
|eaie’ so in Christ all rise again. The first Adam was of 
|}erearth, earthy, the second is the Lord from Heaven. 
4 e jn these pithy phrases of the old Gnostic writer, lie 
it  N'gins of that theological system which, however much 
8y0?ay now be discredited by modern (post-Darwinian) 
C a n a r y  science, has unquestionably exercised an 
!u.|N0Us influence on the human race.
\y'sm and the Fall

'N  i her in Palestine or in Rome (or as has also been 
Por„ % suggested in these columns, elsewhere in the Dias- 
Hj-. it is at least certain that Christianity emerged into 
to„ Sl8ht of history as a Jewish heresy. The Messianic 
^P Jion  around which it originally centred, was an ex-

Je
ie„, the Epistles, founded their theological conceptions,V,*C~* - - ' - ' - . . .  '

Creation and Evolution

By F . A . R I D L E Y

«  Jewish conception. Similarly it was on essen- 
V  Jewish conceptions that the Pauline Gnostics who 
;0,c the Epistles, founded their theological conceptions, 

typical adaptations for which universal history had 
ed so brilliant a future.

quite irrespective of his truth or falsehood, the 
N °r of Romans et al was certainly one of the most 
W^tia] thinkers in recorded human annals. In par- 
¡UV(5> the old legend of Adam, Eve and the serpentine 
■VSary °f the then embryo human race, had long since 
¡¡self h o rse d  by Jewish theology. Even though Genesis 
N t nTas originally “borrowed” and subsequently 
V * ”. the Genesis mythology dates from far older 
^ Potamian sources.

\ n ° r^ 'n§ to Joseph Turmel, the greatest critical his- 
ts pr Catholic dogma, Genesis was first composed in 
V f Sent f°rm about 800 BC in the northern kingdom of 
\in N 'o l1 had direct access to Mesopotamia. The 

r / Versi°n was polytheistic: “In the beginning, the 
10rj .°him] created . . .” (Histoire des Dogmes). 
f \  KnaHy conceived in a polytheistic society, Genesis had 

efore Paul been edited by Jewish rabbis in con- 
y with rigorous monotheistic conceptions: the plur-

ultimate ancestor of human- 
ity, but was so very par
ticularly of the Chosen 
Race, the Jews.

Actually the Genesis 
story of the Fall does not 
bulk very largely in the Old 

‘ Testament; but the early 
Gnostics who founded Christianity, were heretics on the 
fringe of Judaism, which prior to the fall of the Temple 
(70 AD) was more fluid and less uniform than it is today. 
In the writings of now forgotten Jewish sects with which 
Christian Gnostics were familiar, like the Dead Sea Scrolls, 
the legend of the Fall may have bulked more largely and 
possessed an importance denied to it amongst the more 
orthodox rabbinical schools. Be that as it may, the un
known theological genius who linked up Adam and Christ 
as the beginning and end of the divine scheme of salvation, 
thereby created a new theological system—one might in
deed almost say a new religion.
Aristotle Was But the Wreck of an Adam

In Pauline theology and later on in the official corpus 
of Christian theology, Adam and Eve were our first parents. 
They fell due to a serpentine, Satanic manoeuvre and they 
and their descendants willy-nilly inherit the taint of 
original sin. But had Adam and Eve successfully resisted 
the Devil, they—and we as their descendants—would have 
remained perfect and sinless in the eyes of God. In which 
case presumably, this article could never have been 
written!

As for the manner of Adam’s perfection, this knotty 
point in theology has been the subject of widespread in
quiry by speculatively-minded Christian theologians, and 
most of them appear to have held that our first parents 
were created morally and physically perfect, but their 
intellectual capacities were discreetly passed over. But this 
silence was not universal, for some intrepid reasoners did 
not shrink from ascribing to Adam mental qualities on the 
same elevated scale as were his moral and physical per
fection. As Robert South, a famous Anglican preacher 
of the 17th century did not hesitate to assure King Charles 
II and his court, “Aristotle was but the wreck of an 
Adam”.
The Second Adam

Whereas the Old Testament began with the birth of the 
first Adam, the New Testament begins by recording the 
birth of the. second. It was this ingenious Pauline specula
tion, unknown to the Synoptic Gospels, that really laid the 
foundation of that monumental theological system later 
erected by Catholic theology with enormous patience and 
often incredible ingenuity that reminds a modem reader
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irresistibly of a Gothic cathedral in its massive outlines; 
of Alice in Wonderland in its often bizarre ingenuity.

If, as Genesis assures us, “the serpent was more subtle 
than any beast of the field” , he can hardly have been more 
subtle than were some of the deductions made by theo
logians of unimpeachable orthodoxy about the precise 
nature and consequences of Eve’s original faux pas in the 
Garden of Eden, which ultimately necessitated the inter
vention of the second Adam with all the intricate results 
that it eventually set in motion. No Adam, no Christ; no 
Eve, no original sin; no original sin, no Crucifixion; for 
the sins of the world were the direct consequence of the 
Fall and of the original sin that initially accrued from it. 
Evolution and the Fall

However, after an uninterrupted reign of some 19 cen
turies, the once unchallenged dogma of the Fall, is in a 
very parlous situation, even with the Christian Churches 
themselves. For since Darwin, the scientific evidence in

favour of the evolutionary view of mankind has becon̂  
so overwhelming that the Churches—even the Vatican 
are forced to accept it. Even popes have given a caut.1,?eI1 
approval to it, and Catholic theologians have wrl\  
learned treatises expressly designed to reconcile Dar"l-.i 
ism and Catholic Thought (cf. H. Dorlodot). But hoff 
it logically possible to reconcile the Pauline theory of1, 
Fall with the Darwinian theory of evolution of manktn 
One falls, the other rises. How is it even conceivably P j 
sible to reconcile them? Was Adam an ape who acq111. 
a soul? The old Pauline dogma of the Fall, granting^ 
premisses, had at least some logical consistency. But e 
lution surely makes any “second Adam” totally S“P.|,. 
fluous. Evolutionary Christianity despite its present ta* 
ionable vogue, appears to us to be a contradiction in ter^ 
Orthodox Christianity depends for its very existence 
the historical existence of the Garden of Eden and of 
dire events that transpired there.

Friday, November 8th, l”*’

Rem em brance S u n day
By DENIS COBELL

T he annual panegyric known as Remembrance Day will 
be celebrated at churches, chapels and war memorials this 
Sunday throughout the land, the panache reaching its ul
timate around the Cenetaph, Whitehall. Both the Estab
lished Church and many Non-conformist branches betray 
their cause when joining these deliberations; the cause 
they will be supporting in a few weeks at Christmas, 
“peace, goodwill toward men”, is an absolute denial of 
the narrow form of patriotism eulogised on this occasion.

It is interesting to note the attitude adopted by certain 
prominent Anglicans towards peace and war in Remem
brance Day sermons. Dr. Matthews, Dean of St. Paul’s 
believes “war is the greatest evil for a nation, save one. 
A greater evil would be to commit the sin of ludas and 
betray the ideals and values which we have inherited” . 
It is true ludas was a traitor, but not of ideals and values 
—he never recognised them—therefore this is a false 
parallel. Dr. Matthews continued: “A nation which does 
not honour its heroes is on the way out”, to oppose the 
view that Remembrance Day had outlived its usefulness.

Many people will maintain that this day is not, and 
never has been, used as it should be: to remind us of 
past folly and spur us to future wisdom. It has become 
a reminder, with full military attendance, of how gloriously 
we have fought, and with what eagerness we would fight 
again to defend ourselves. Like many churchmen, Dr. 
Matthews suffers from a schizophrenic attitude towards 
peace: “Our memories should not gloze over or minimise 
the devastation of life, culture and morality which the two 
wars brought to the world” . So, in one short sermon, 
Dr. Matthews has informed us that by war we uphold our 
ideals and by war we lose them. How low ecclesiastical 
logic can stoop to approve of our evil actions, while giving 
a brief reminder that we really should behave better! 
It is well known that the Anglican Church preaches peace 
when there is no active warfare, but sends its members to 
the battlefield when the state demands.

The four Gospels are full of utterances from the mouth 
of Christ, advocating the pacifist outlook. However when 
speaking to his disciples, Christ was more concerned with 
reverence and service towards himself, than with any other 
cause: “Think not that I am come to send peace on earth: 
I came not to send peace, but a sword” (Matt. 10, 34). 
This is a direct refutation to those Christians who see their

cause synonymous with peace, and a support for those " . 
believe armed violence is justified in the fight agal 
“evP” . iC.

Contradictions in the Bible and the ambiguity oi ¡f 
ligious bodies towards peace renders them dangerous, jj1 ,j 
united support of Remembrance Day activities is based . 
sentiment as opposed to reason. The Haig Fund 
its Poppy Day, bears the name of one who P°sseS(jji) 
much power to alter the course of World War I but j 
little to halt the slaughter of countless naive troopsw  
appreciate that all Freethinkers may not be pacifists, 
they must surely rejoice in the establishment of an 
national “peace” organisation with its own radio and $  
by Bertrand Russell who is also well known for his 
pathy towards secularism. The destruction that has
and still is, advocated in the name of Christianity, ^ rgtS
have been considerably mitigated if more of its f°ll°^tti
had acted on Christ’s injunction: 
another” (Mark, 9, 50).

‘Have peace one

Church and State in America i
British readers interested in church-state relations in the Bj1*¡fit 

States will find rather useful Paul Blanshard’s Religion 
Schools: The Great Controversy (Beacon Press, Boston, ptf 
$4.95. 265 pages). Blanshard, the United States’s leading autaf r£" 
on church-state relations and its most vigorous champion 
ligious liberty, is the author of such familiar works as An C ‘ fit 
of the British Labor Movement; American Freedom and Calptf 
Power; Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power; Tye c4‘S 
and Catholic Power; and Freedom and Catholic Power in 
and Portugal. Jy

In his latest book Blanshard traces the history of Bkyjlj* 
state relations in the United States, summarises all the rc! #  
US Supreme Court decisions, and analyses (and presen1’ #  
complete texts of) the Supreme Court’s recent rulings 
Engel (1962) and Schempp-Murray (1963) cases which ° #  
prayer and Bible reading from the public (state-owneu, ¿¡¡t? 
supported) schools. The principal dangers to religious ‘TjjiK
in TTnitnH nianeharH chmuc arn thf» Hrivr* In 2Ct * jVivin the United States, Blanshard shows, are the drive to get r“ 
into the public schools and, more especially, the powerful jp  
by the Roman Catholic Church to obtain public financial JjJqi)®uy  m e  iv u m a u  \_,amuiiG ^ iiuiuii  iu  u u u t in  puuitc.  u n a u w -  . u»:. 
for its vast system of indoctrination centres, which, thoug■. 
do manage to perform many of the functions of public s ^ 1, 
cynically and falsely claim to be an integral part of the ‘ ^ ‘ce 
educational system”. This book is of especial importaj^F  
Americans, but friends of religious liberty in the Comrno 
and elsewhere will find it interesting and useful.

Edd U°
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Politics and Religion
By JENNIE W. M. TURNER (USA)

r AfkI constantly amazed to hear people whom I had 
egarded as intelligent and sensible say that we should not 
ke religion into account when voting for candidates for 

Public office.
p do not see how any person who has any ideas of his 

,,*j} as to what he wants to accomplish for the general 
elfare can help taking into consideration the affiliations 
the candidate with all organisations, including religious 

arganisations, which have a programme which calls for 
Political action, or which operate in any of the fields in 
blch political institutions also operate.
Most religious sects today appear to have two types of 

°ncern and activity: their relations with God, and their 
i lations with mankind. Included in their relations with 
of°d are their ideas of what He is like; of His power, and 
J.'vhat He wants them to do: how He wants them to treat 

to worship Him—the whole ritual of worship; and 
So how He wants them to live—to behave themselves, 
nd to behave towards their fellow men.
Now, there may be some sense in saying that we should»ot vote for or against a man because of his religion if we1H I 1 ̂  14. 111UU VI. IUO 41. ~

^ude in his religion only that part of it which is ritual, 
though the ritual a person performs constantly may in- 
!cMe and influence his character. But it is the other part 
l his religion which is definitely important to the voter, 

( ̂ ely, his ideas of how to behave, and of how to behave 
Vard his fellow men; how his fellow men should behave 

Pd how they should behave toward him; and his ideas 
file laws which should be passed and enforced or re

eled  to bring about the behaviour he would approve. 
Msofar as a religious organisation advocates any politi- 

a* action, it is also a political organisation—a propaganda 
jr§anisation, a political pressure group. The Christian 
^'entists are thus a political organisation opposing certain 
^ Ith  regulations and practices; the Quakers are a political 
tf8anisation opposing compulsory military service and 
pouring a definite peace programme; the Catholics are 
q Political organisation which takes a definite, official stand 
c? several of the most controversial political issues, in- 
Ipding divorce, birth control and education. Many re- 
. §ious sects use their church as a place for discussion of 
ŝ es for individual action, without taking official action, 

j Whenever a church takes official action on any political 
s,sVe> binding on its members, it becomes a political organi- 
^tion. Consequently, an informed voter may reasonably 
P̂d conscientiously vote against a candidate because he is 

. Friend (Quaker), a Christian Scientist, a Catholic or a 
v.etnber of some other denomination which has declared. 
JPvs on political questions; or he may just as reasonably 

d conscientiously vote for him for the same reason.
0 fiut frequently we hear people described as “intolerant” 

“bigoted” if they consider the religious affiliation of a 
s ndidate as a factor in their vote. The person who uses 
p py, terms does not understand that in a democracy a 
v Ptical election is for the expression of serious views on 
kahers of great public concern; it is not a popularity or 

jUty contest, or a time for unthinking sentimentalism. 
Vj t is not intolerance to vote against a person whose 
(jP'Vs on public questions differ from our own. We would 
^  intolerant if we tried to keep the candidate from 

Passing his views; if we tried to suppress his views; if 
be °urselves refused to listen to them and consider them.3Ut we are not intolerant if we disagree with him and 

se to vote for him because of his views, if by refusing

to vote for him we refuse to provide him the public plat
form from which to continue to express his views and to 
put them into force.

The word “bigot” has become a sort of scare word. So 
far as I can remember, I have heard it used only with 
reference to Protestants who express disagreement with 
Catholic policy. I have never used it myself in application 
to anybody.

According to my dictionary, a bigot is a person who is 
“obstinately and blindly attached to some creed, opinion, 
practice or ritual; unreasonably devoted to a system or 
party; and illiberal toward the opinions of others” . Under 
that definition, I do not see how anyone can be called a 
“bigot”, except perhaps, the person who calls someone 
else by that name. For only a person who has these quali
ties himself could conceive of any other person having 
them; could be so lacking in a sense of humour and in 
human understanding as not to realise that everybody, in 
his own mind, is reasonable in his devotion to his creed 
and his party, and liberal towards the opinion of others.

It is true that in many of the relations of life, religion 
makes little difference. Like most citizens of this varied 
nation, I have in my family and among my closest and 
best-loved friends people of almost every religious faith 
and people of no faith: agnostics, atheists, Baptists, 
Baha’i’s, Buddhists, Catholics, Christian Scientists, Congre- 
gationalists, Episcopalians, Jews, Lutherans, Methodists, 
Free Methodists, Mormons, Friends, Unitarians, etc. In 
the performance of services, religion may or may not make 
a difference. I have had secretaries of various faith, and 
their faith did not seem to affect their service; some 
Catholics were good, some not so good as secretaries; 
some Protestants were good, some not so good. My drug
gist is a Catholic. The skilled surgeon who removed a 
goitre for me was a Catholic. So is the doctor we have 
had for my grandchildren, a wonderful children’s doctor. 
He ought to be. This community is full of the children 
he has brought into the world and kept alive in emer
gencies. But the people who contemplate having him in 
childbirth have a right to know that his Church teaches that 
in case of a difficulty which would make necessary the 
choice of saving the mother or saving the child, the doctor 
should save the life of the child. This knowledge might 
make some reject the Catholic doctor; it might make others 
choose him.

The point is that we have to examine the religious as 
well as other affiliations of people in order to determine 
whom to choose for various services. We cannot just set 
up “religion” or “the Church” as sacred objects which 
must not be examined closely.

If I were seeking public office, I should feel that voters 
were quite justified in inquiring into my religious affilia
tions and views, which might very well keep me from 
being elected to any office.

In my youth I left the orthodox Protestant sect into 
which I was born (Methodist) for two main reasons. First, 
I deeply admired what I considered to be the ethical teach
ings of Jesus Christ, based on human brotherhood, and it 
seemed to me that most members of so-called Christian 
Churches were far from accepting these eithics. (I think 
they are much closer to it now than they were sixty years 
ago.) Second, I felt that the idea of the virgin birth of 
Jesus was unscientific, and immaterial and unimportant 

(Concluded on page 356)
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This Believing World
The unchanging Church o£ Rome has at last very grudg
ingly consented to a “fixed” date for Easter. Obviously 
if Jesus really was crucified on say April 30th, then April 
30th would have to be the date kept every year. But 
though most people do not know it, Eastei is a Pagan 
festival, a relic in fact of Sun and Moon worship, and 
having nothing to do with the crucifixion of Jesus. Rome’s 
consent however depends on what other Churches may 
say. What is going to happen if Jehovah’s Witnesses, 
Mormons, Christian Scientists, and the Plymouth Breth
ren, refuse to co-operate?

★
It seems also that the Civil Powers will have to consent 
for, according to the Daily Mail (October 26th). a fixed 
calendar would mean that one day in our present year 
would have to be sacrificed. We should lose December 
31st, and it would have to be called “Neutral Day”, for 
“officially it would not exist” , and December 30th would 
have 48 hours. Which all goes to show that you can’t 
monkey with Sun or Moon worship even for Jesus’s sake.

★

Two dear little Christian boys, aged nine and ten, and
thoroughly indoctrinated with religion—one of them in 
a Catholic school—admitted having set fire to a church 
(which was insured for £62,000, and which was burnt 
down). They also admitted that they had almost ruined 
the Harvest Thanksgiving by throwing eggs and apples 
all over the place, actually smashing the Harvest Loaf. 
It is all very sad and very strange, as our educationalists 
are quite certain that religion prevents juvenile delinquency. 
We wonder what went wrong?

★

The writer ol “A Saturday Reflexion” in the London 
Evening News for October 26th, admits “we cannot put 
our finger on an absolutely convincing proof of God’s 
existence” . Moreover, the same writer insists that “we 
have no evidence that the soul lives on after death”—a 
shattering blow to the 600 millions of Christians who so 
fervently believe in eternal life, and to the many millions 
of Spiritualists who believe much more than that. But 
“our Lord” believed in eternal life, in eternal Hell, and 
naturally in his Father’s existence. So why ask for 
evidence?

★

The Bishop of Woolwich, after dislodging the Almighty 
from his comfortable seat on the clouds “up there” , 
has recently turned his attention to the “Fairy 
Story Gospels” as the Daily Express (October 22nd) 
heads an article. Dr. Robinson is convinced that “modern 
man looks on Gospel accounts of Jesus’s birth as belong
ing to a fairy story world” , as he says in The Honest 
to God Debate. SCM, the publishers, are so sure of the 
book’s success that they have printed an edition of 100,000 
copies to start with. What a change in thought did Paine’s 
Age of Reason bring about so that at last his ideas on 
the myths of Christianity, which made him the most hated 
Englishman of his time, should now be commonplaces with 
some of our Christian bishops!

★

But whatever the explanation, it is now a fact that the 
stories of the birth of Jesus, as described in Matthew 
and Luke, are now recognised by a Christian bishop as 
myth. And in a later work he will deal with “the Re
surrection and Ascension stories”—with what result we 
shall see. But we are sure that one day, when the complete 
story of “our Lord” is analysed and pronounced alto
gether mythical, the credit will be given, not to Dupuis,

Friday, November 8th, l963

so— and"jahr^MWR° hPCnt three years in Jail for sayû"g 
hops. Christians' M ll^eeTo’tlm! t0 ^  C0Urage°US

POLITICS AND RELIGION
(1Concluded from page 355) 

for the living of a good life, and compared with the i\ 
of a good life. To me, the ethics of Jesus, not his oflg 
were the important thing. or.

With that part of religion which consists of ritual ^ 
ship of God, I have no concern. I do not claim to k , 
anything about God. I have always been overwheH 
with awe and wonder and reverence before the ^  
universe in which I find myself, a tiny speck on a tiny j j .  
of earth whirling around in space among other whir 
bodies in orderly, regular activity. The question o fvV' s 
and how and by whom this gigantic, intricate machine  ̂
created has fascinated me from childhood; and I dj“ ( 
for long accept the explanations of Moses, an intelhg • 
leader of an advanced race, but at a time when that 1
was in its childhood, scientifically. I am interested ia 
every discovery by scientists working patiently with t ^
scopes and microscopes and other delicate instrunie»^ 
which might throw any light on the problem of crea 
But I have not learned from the scientists, and I n e 
never had any contacts or experiences, which would Pra 
to me that there is a personal “God”. Perhaps ther j 
one; perhaps there is not. All I can say is that I do y 
know. The technical word that describes a person m
condition is “agnostic” .

I do not spend any time worrying about whether t ! 
is a personal God or not, because it seems to me that tjj 
is nothing I can do about God; while I can do someth 
about man, and there are so many things that ne ,,;nd'**~**, «.lAWJ.'WS »V/ - GiflU
be done to insure a satisfactory existence for all manr, a 
on this earth. Every human being can work to rnrike 
better life for mankind. This is the part of religie"1 
which I am interested; and it is also the part which bel° ' 
to politics. 0

I do not know whether a “soul” goes on living 
death. My behaviour on this earth does not depend 
fear of eternal punishment or hope of eternal reward
life after death. I believe that people can live good 1* ^  
without the stimulus of fear of punishment or h°Pe' \ 
reward. I believe that in our public schools we can ^  
should teach ethics; can prepare our youth for a t 
life. We can do it by helping them to see the things t 
need to be done next to make this a better life for 
people, the problems that need to be solved; by mak ^  
them acquainted with the people past and present y
have worked and are working for the next steps in cl; uu.. 1— : __ a-. f— u.t___ :___ ,c rig1

y 01
ourselves but also on the people around us; on mankin (

sation; by having them discuss behaviour: what is - 
and what is wrong on the basis of its effects not only,^

A man in Denver, Colo., who objected to having his d & 
vaccinated because of his religious beliefs (the man’s bel'^ 
not the dog’s), was fined for letting the unvaccinated d - 
run loose. The man’s religious beliefs would not let n , 
(the man) be inoculated and he felt that his views cove 
his dog, too. ^

[Reprinted from the American Freethought paper, 1 
Liberal, September, 1963.]

THE FAMILY AND MARRIAGE
(A Penguin Special)

By Dr. Ronald Fletcher
3s. 6d.

Plus postage from The F reethinker Bookshop
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Lecture Notices, Etc.
EtiinK, , OUTDOOR

ourgh Branch NSS (The Mound).—Sunday afternoon and 
lon ?nin8 : Messrs. Cronan, McRae and Murray.

(w°n Branches—Kingston, Marble Arch, North London; 
tLn *e Arch), Sundays, from 4 p.m.: Messrs. L. E bury, J. W. 
^RKer, c . E. Wood, D. H. Tribe, J. A. M illar.
(Otyer jjill). Every Thursday, 12—2 p.m.; Messrs. J. W. 

l4 ARKER and L. Ebury.
t- tester Branch NSS (Car Park, Victoria Street,) Sunday 

M '̂hngs.
1 s®Vside Branch NSS (Pierhead).—Meetings; Wednesdays, 

Sundays, 7 30 p.m.
p_v, London Branch NSS (White Stone Pond, Hampstead).— 

¡iot,.ery Sunday, noon: L. Ebury.
I 'ngham Branch NSS (Old Market Square), every Friday, 

P-hE: T. M. Mosley.
'1% INDOOR
\yljy Discussions (Conway Hall, Red Lion Square, London, 

A );< Tuesday, November 12th, 7.30 p.m.: P. R. Crellin, 
V'/C “The New Humanism and Education Today”.
(ja°0llV Secular Society (Central Halls, 25 Bath Street), Sun- 

November 10th. 3 p.m.: J. A. M ii.lar, ‘‘Why I Am

Gljj'A-, “The New Humanism and Education Today”.

fey,. __w „
(■eicerr*fied of Christianity”.

Secular Society (Secular Hall, 75 Humberstone Gate), 
¿¡.hay, November 10th, 6.30 p.m.: F ilms, “The Captive 

W ,er’’ and “Unseen Enemies”.
Lonn Arch Branch (The Carpenter’s Arms, Seymour Place, 
7,3n0n> W.l), Sunday, November 10th (Remembrance Sunday), 

Vth P-m-; D r. J. W. Burton, “Steps Towards Co-existence”. 
¿.“ Place Ethical Society (Conway Hall, Red Lion Square, 
fifPaon, W.C.l), Sunday, November 10th, 11 a.m.: H. J. 

V “Objections tn Christian Relief’’.<HAM, “Objections to Christian Belief”.

\Ve Notes and News
<L**Ve had several letters from readers praising Joel 
O r e l ’s The Death of Jesus (Gollancz, 25s.), which 

Viewed last week by Colin McCall, and which has 
rfyj reached its second impression. Clearly these 
!)e ,Crs do not share the view of its English publisher that 
W °°V S thesis is “finally untenable” . Still less do they 
W  tvith the grossly prejudiced Christian review that 
flared in The Times Literary Supplement (20/9/63). 
'Lferr’'Vas L''sParag'nS—and inaccurate—from the start, 
,(he to Mr. Carmichael’s “select Reference List” as 
W ° rief hibliography” and passing off the work as “all 
V ' ar and all so absurd”. Detailed criticism, “though 
M0t -f'Vas “a waste of time”. The T IS  reviewer wrote 
S  vv ru^hish about Christianity and its “success story” , 
If pe can’t deal with here. But one allegation against 
,, armichael must be refuted.
Ik T *

real story of Jesus had been what the theory 
bp [0j’ j  aid the reviewer, “the motive for the transforma

nt] y  is dealt with in Mr. Carmichael’s sixth chapter
/ y  Jesus] would have been altogether lacking” . This, 
jM j/1* !s dealt with in Mr. Carmichael’s sixth chapter 

t--be summarised as follows: Jesus taught an im- 
? the ^Pgdom of God on earth. This did not materialise 
;?iqj early generation of Christians looked to the Second 
\  fp’ “When that was also postponed, or adjourned 

le> the Church was forced to alter the entire con

ception . . . ” . Indeed, Mr. Carmichael suggests, “it was 
just this failure of the Kingdom to materialise that genera
ted the Christian Church”. But a TLS reviewer can’t be 
expected to see it that way.

★

In a lecture to the National Marriage Guidance Council 
in Marylebone on October 16th, Dr. Ronald Fletcher 
(author of the Penguin, The Family and Marriage) said 
that there was no reason why sexual intercourse should 
be confined to married couples. The only conditions for 
intimacy should be that the union was one of responsi
bility and the parties were considerate (Daily Herald, 
17/10/63). Sex and love were good, said Dr. Fletcher, 
“but we can’t be forever in one another’s arms. The per
petual embrace is in danger of becoming a stranglehold. 
We must again consider the divorce law. The relatively 
high divorce rate may not be indicative of decline, but 
rather of improvement” .

★

Granting a decree nisi to Mr. F. A. G. Buckland (now 
of Toronto) because of desertion by his wife of Brox- 
bourne, Herts., Mr. Commissioner Latey said that when 
Mrs. Buckland became a Jehovah’s Witness in 1950, it 
marked a turn for the worse in her marriage. “She turned 
her husband from the matrimonial bed and told him she 
did not want him” (Daily Telegraph, 18/10/63). “If, 
in fact, this sect practices Christian charity, humility and 
forbearance” , said the Commissioner, “its influence seems 
to have had a disastrous effect upon this wife’s mind in 
relation to her husband. Her devotion to the sect became 
her chief interest in life” .

'k
“It seem s  that there is some opposition in Ilford Council 
chamber to the idea of granting the freedom of the 
borough to the Archbishop of Westminster, Dr. John 
Heenan”, commented the Ilford Recorder (24/10/63). 
And it certainly does. In fact the Recorder’s reporter, 
David Rose, was told that “feelings ran high” at a secret 
debate on the proposal, and although it was decided that 
the Freemen’s Roll Committee should give it further con
sideration, such was the “outcry” against it that “one 
councillor said afterwards he thought it would not see 
the light of day again” . A majority of councillors favoured 
the proposal, but “it was clear that it would not have 
secured the necessary two-thirds majority at a special 
council meeting at which Archbishop Heenan would have 
to be present to receive the honour” . And that would 
be a most embarrassing situation. To the Recorder, the 
quibbling was ill-timed. “In the eyes of Catholics, Pro
testants and agnostics alike”, Dr. Heenan’s rise was an 
honour in which Ilford had a share.

★

R eligious extrem ists , we read in the Daily Telegraph 
(28/10/63) attacked the Ministry of Education in 
Jerusalem on Sunday, October 27th, “after 24 hours of 
demonstrations and sharp exchanges with police” . Seven 
people were arrested and one policeman was injured, 
bricks and “other missiles” having been thrown from bal
conies and rooftops. The demonstration began because 
two hundred tourists had crossed the border from Jordan 
under police protection and “passed through religious 
quarters in buses on the Sabbath” .

★

“G o d-fearing” folk are in a minority in North-East Scot
land as elsewhere in Britain, as three young divinity 
students discovered recently. After cycling more than 
1,500 miles and calling at farms, manses and “even pubs” , 
the students had to report (Daily Express, 2/10/63) that 
though many people owned the Bible, there were few who 
read it. One man even had six, but never looked at them.
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Science and Religion
By G. L. SIMONS

In the past religious apologists attempted to counter 
scientific thought either by cursory dismissal, or by burn
ing books and heretics. But eventually science began to 
get the upper hand and today it cannot be dismissed, nor 
can heretics be burned. The only answer for the religious 
apologist is to show that the conflict between science and 
religion is only apparent, that in fact they each have an 
important role for man. This is what Harold K. Schilling 
attempts in his book, Science and Religion (Allen and 
Unwin, 25s.).

The book starts with a statement of the main thesis. 
According to Schilling science and religion “are funda
mentally not incompatible . . They are different, he 
admits, but not “mutually irrelevant” . He goes further; 
they are “remarkably alike . . .  in their spirit, temper of 
mind, and in their basic attitude toward truth and reason, 
and freedom of enquiry . . .” . Schilling maintains that 
although science and religion are limited to their own 
fields, they do interact and are enriched in consequence.

He explains the difficulty of a brief definition of either 
science or religion, and examines their respective natures 
in several ways. For example, he lists the sort of questions 
that they ask, and suggests that each is characterised by 
a type of faith. Science depends upon faith in the relation
ship of man to Nature, religion is that of man to God. 
In examining science and religion he discovers further 
important points of similarity, i.e. neither progresses solely 
according to strict formal reasoning but largely by creative 
insight; also they are each essentially social activities.

Furthermore, both science and religion are characterised, 
Schilling maintains, by a three-fold nature. Each depends 
upon (a) collecting data of an experiential type, (b) co
ordinating this data in a theoretical framework, and (c) 
applying the results to practical affairs. In religion the 
second aspect is called theology; in science the third aspect 
is called technology. He shows how there is feedback 
between the various stages, and how they are applicable to 
different sciences.

Schilling next examines how notions change within 
both science and religion. Here he claims to have found 
another important similarity. Both had ideas which now 
are regarded as unsound; he lists examples. He makes a 
further distinction between the experiential and theoretical 
traditions in science, and between the permanent elements 
(the experienced data) and the transient elements (the 
theories that accommodate the experiences). Theology, he 
maintains, is similarly characterised.

Next follows a discussion about creeds, and the nature 
of the language used to convey religious meaning. 
Schilling attempts to draw a close analogy between the 
nature of theology and the nature of science (as revealed 
in the previous part). Even dogmatism is shown to be a 
part of both science and religion. For example, the un
qualified acceptance of certain basic ideas is necessary 
for passing examinations and earning a living.

Schilling then suggests that scientific notions, e.g. light, 
can be conceived in three different ways—according to 
experienced data, to theorising, and to intuition. He 
suggests that the concepts of theology, e.g. God, can be 
approached in the same way. He then elaborates some of 
the ideas already expressed and examines the nature of 
concepts, and tries to show how there is a “cognitive 
spectrum” embracing both scientific and religious know
ledge.

He speculates about the future of science, and cone 
the book with a discussion of why so many religions e ^ 
and whether this can be satisfactorily accounted ’ 
as he maintains, religion and science proceed in a si® 
fashion.

Schilling’s thesis is an interesting one and is prese. ^  
intelligibly. His prose is adequate although not inspn  ̂
and he is rarely obscure. However, I think that the ^  
of the book is poor, that Schilling is guilty of special 
ing, unwarranted assumptions and even self-contrad® ^  
Before giving my reasons for thinking that he / alv -s. 
establish his thesis I will make some preliminary object!

On page 19 he calls the horror at scientific expen® 
on unwilling victims a “religious reaction” . SchillingA ¡s 
an obvious tendency to identify religion and morality- 
is, of course, an independent thesis which he makes 
attempt to support. But as we shall see his case dePel 
upon it, amongst other things.

In distinguishing between science and religion, he 
questions peculiar to each. But those asked in reHS 
(page 20) are quite capable of being approached sC jfo 
tifically, if indeed they are genuine questions. For exa®r.{e 
“Who am I?” and “What is death and why?” can <i s 
properly be regarded as belonging to science. This ® 
that religion no longer has a question-answering role, 
it did in the ignorant past. tt $

An attempt is made to re-interpret Genesis in ‘ P° cji 
and symbolic language” . This casuistry leads to s. j 
significant remarks as “Whether Mary was or was n ^ 
virgin physically seems not too important . . .” (page M 3 
Schilling would have been put to death by the Chu® ^  
relatively short time ago for such insights. Of the . |5 
days of persecution, he says, that despite the “heresy 
and excommunications” there was “momentous Vv. .  of 
in thought” (page 122). But by whom—the cler®5, 
the heretics? The latter, I suspect. g[p

On page 125, in talking of the new symbolic ¡n ê ¡(lis 
tation of religious statements, Schilling first says 
does not mean that the fundamental beliefs . . .  ate 
being repudiated” and then “ It would be a mistake • 
to suppose that the transience of religious thought res ”, 
only in the changing modes of linguistic expression • •
At best this is obscure, at worst contradictory. Q0i, 

Schilling says, in talking of assigning attributes to uttr|- 
that this might be done “metaphysically in terms of 
butes that should go with an a-priori conception of ~ , 
(page 166). But he has already said (page 86) that 
history seems to show convincingly that systems builtsystems -ftn
a-priori, metaphysical foundations are built on s® 
sands” . j g1)

He says that science can achieve certainty (pag® ^  
but of a type that cannot “satisfy him who demands ^  
all possible doubt be removed” (page 176). What ^  
of certainty is this? He also states (page 179) that ^
Church has become rather wary of miracles” Is

3rogr‘■ri5'due, I wonder, to clerical thought or to scientific Vx0° ^ ‘ 
These objections (which could be extended) are ¡if)' 

dary, although significant. Schilling’s thesis fails f° 
portant logical reasons of which he seems unaware- 
lack of philosophical acumen is shown on several^,«
sions, e.g. when he says (page 107) that science can 3 /«?■■■ 
certainty (has he read Ayer’s Problem of KnowR ^ o ^  
when he implies a necessary corollary between aT 
notions and metaphysics (page 86), in his unreflect1
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2, ultimate” values and concerns (pages 19 and 217). He 
rnits (page 142) that he is proceeding “not as a philo- 
Phical analyst” . This is a pity since his thesis is philo

sophical.
. His thesis fails, however, because of his bland assump- 

01°? !'f religi°us truth. God is assumed to exist through- 
S h'i • (in particular see pages 64, 168, 232 and 244).

.'Hing maintains that theology is based on religious ex
perience, by which he means such things as “experience 
l| §°°d and evil, love and hate, physical and spiritual 
Unger, peace and war, justice and injustice, the holy and 

ne diabolical, redemption and forgiveness” (page 111), 
j^t to assume that an experience is holy or redemptive 
ce§s the question. And the other “religious” experiences 
ann°t be used logically to arrive at God. Indeed they 
re all within the province of the psychologist; in short, 
ie°l°gy ¡s a non.starter—it cannot be legitimately derived 
Pi11 human experience. Perhaps Schilling recognises this, 
P’ch may be why he makes so many ad hoc assumptions, 

ud in talking of the abandoned ideas of science and 
jg'gion, an important difference emerges which I am sure 
' chilling has not noticed. Of the abandoned scientific 

eas, Schilling says “Today no jury of scientists would 
aj"CePt any of them” (page 93) (my italics). Of the 
„ jrndoned religious ideas, he says that they have been 
abandoned by all but the most conservative segments of 
(¡•{i Christian Church” (page 110) (my italics). Note the 
Querent emphasis in these two quotes, surely indicating 

p superior objectivity of science. 
q.Hence I believe that Schilling fails to establish his thesis. 
ls argument is loose and often question-begging. His
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{ ternPt is courageous but superficial. I feel that apart 
 ̂()rr> comforting the unreflective religious believer, his 

j.Q°k has little to recommend it, unless it be its (uninten- 
,,°nal) capacity to indicate the anachronistic nature of
.°°k has little to recommend it, unless it be its (uninten- 

e°Iogy, and the adequacy of science

Enriching Tlietfords Library
collection of rare books and pamphlets by Thomas 
that had been collected by the late Ambrose G. Bar- 

rj?r over many years, and “religiously” kept by Miss Ella 
' wynam, were ceremoniously handed over to the library 

Thetford — the town where Paine was born in 1737 — 
n1 October 23rd in the presence of the Mayor, Lord 
Ksher, and the officials of the Town Council and Library. 
n.Cre was an excellent attendance.

k Miss Twynam and Mr. Herbert Cutner were most 
i^Pitably entertained and later, after Lord Fisher’s 
I* f°ductory speech, Mr. Cutner gave a short address on 
- 'J}e stressing his magnificent achievements in the cause 

'berty and pointing out that he was more than a citi- 
t , of Thetford — he was a world-citizen whose name is 
^'Tetuated in every country for his famous Rights of Man. 
k r- Cutner stressed that Thomas Paine was not an Atheist, 

a Deist like Washington, Jefferson and Lincoln, though 
Hg had no belief in the Bible as a “revelation” . Mr. Cut- 
Hr also suggested that most of those who attacked him 

read either the Rights of Man or The Age of Reason 
tv, he book in which his Deistical views were clearly ex
u d e d .

address was followed by a tea enjoyed by those 
Sent as the guests of the Mayor. Many press photos 
r<~ taken, and an account of the proceedings appeared 

, ‘he Eastern Daily Express (24/10/63) and (illustrated)

lib
ten
Pei

■tfni taken, and an account of the proceedings appeared 
i tu Eastern Daily Express (24/10/63) and 
the Thetford and Watton Times (25/10/63). 

jJ,1 should be added that all the books were very taste- 
^ y  shown, and greatly admired. And both Miss Twynam 
^  Mr. Cutner wish to express their thanks for the very 

rhial hospitality given to them.

D. H. Tribe on “Sunday Break”
On October 27th, the ABC Television programme, 
Sunday Break, opened with funeral scenes: the coffin taken 
from the hearse, borne to the graveside and then lowered, 
with the camera, it seemed, peering just over the edge. 
This was the prelude to the presentation and discussion of 
three attitudes towards “Life After Death” : those of a 
Roman Catholic priest, an Atheist and a Spiritualist.

Father Michael O’Dwyer, whose disrobing struck a note 
of comic relief after the stark beginning, recited and em
phasised his belief in the resurrection of the body and the 
life everlasting. A soul without a body—“its instrument 
of action”—was, he said, “an incomplete thing”; com
pleteness would seem to demand a resurrection of the 
body, therefore “God will give us back our bodies” . 
Questioned by a group of intelligent teenagers, Father 
O’Dwyer had some difficulty deciding at what stage the 
body would be resurrected: in youth, middle age or 
old age. He took refuge in Augustinian “perfect forms” .

Next, David H. Tribe, President of the National Secular 
Society, presented the atheistic view, pictured against the 
book-lined committee room of 103 Borough High Street. 
Among a number of points in Mr. Tribe’s well-reasoned 
case against life after death was the linguistic one. If by 
“life” we mean—as we do—a living, functioning, organis- 
mal state, and by “death” we mean the cessation of that 
living, functioning process, how can there possibly be a 
life after death? It is a contradiction in terms. Mr. Tribe 
also approached the matter empirically, and asked for the 
evidence for immortality. He dealt capably with the 
questions.

Then Father O’Dwyer joined in and, having made “three 
points” at some length, did his utmost to prevent Mr. 
Tribe from answering them. Quietly, effectively, however, 
Mr. Tribe disposed of the validity of the Josephus, Pliny 
and Tacitus “evidence”, and so on. Father O’Dwyer’s 
determination to hog the microphone, if not the camera, 
prevented questions from the youngsters at this stage.

Finally came the psychic Mr. Gordon Johnson, shown 
first with a starry- and staring-eyed visitor, who was pre
sumably being given a message from the other side, the 
other world or the other plane. Mr. Johnson told us that 
he possessed an extra—or extended—sense, likening him
self to the sheepdog which hears the whistle inaudible to 
man. He didn’t “call up” the dead, mind you: they came 
of their own accord, but appeared before him as tangible 
as ordinary flesh and blood people.

Questioned about these “materialisations” by Mr. Tribe, 
Mr. Johnson seemed to have forgotten about them. “What 
do you mean by ‘materialisations’?” he responded. Here, 
chairman Mr. Barry Westwood reminded Mr. Johnson of 
his own words, and Mr. Tribe wondered if the “Psychic” 
suffered from hallucinations and needed to see a psy
chiatrist. And Father O’Dwyer couldn’t let Mr. Johnson 
get away with the remark that a Catholic could be a 
Spiritualist. Definitely not, said the priest. Forbidden.

C.McC.

CLASH OF OPPOSITES
There could hardly be greater diversity than the views of an 

atheist and the faith of a Roman Catholic priest.
The “Sunday Break” provided a fascinating clash of opposites.
Mr. David Tribe, Secretary of the National Secular Society, was 

a lone voice in the studio—most of the young questioners were 
committed Christians—but he made sure it was heard.

The priest, having insisted on the existence of purgatory and 
life after death, interrupted the freethinker so much that Barry 
Westwood, the chairman, should have intervened.

But Mr. Tribe was not to be shouted down.
He revelled in the clash and the ensuing point and counter

point debate was one of the liveliest since Lord Boothby became
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incensed over the wartime raids on Dresden.
Just as secular fireworks were being scattered and theological 

dogmas being reasserted, time closed the debate.
Why must the programme planners always be in such a hurry? 
In debates of this kind extra time should be allowed or lopped 

off “About Religion”. —Leicester Evening Mail (27/10/63).

C O R R E S P O N D E N C E
D. H. TRIBE ON TV

I must congratulate the National Secular Society President 
Mr. David Tribe on his ITV appearance on Sunday, October 27th. 
Considering the inexcusable rudeness of the Roman Catholic 
priest, who seemed to be trying his best to prevent the “Atheist” 
having any say at all, and the chairman, who should have kept 
him in order, Mr. Tribe did an exceptionally fine job, and I would 
not be surprised at subsequent appearances.

The teenagers, though Christians, were obviously intelligent and 
I cannot remember that there was any disagreement between them 
and Mr. Tribe, although “God” and “Purgatory” were criticised. 
The Spiritualist, who was recommended to “a good psychiatrist” 
was rather inane. The time would have been put to better use 
had he been left out. C. H. H ammersley

(Secretary, Leicester Secular Society).
CHRISTIANITY AND ISLAM

In his speech on the occasion of the 57th anniversay of the 
Reformed (Orthodox Protestant) Students’ Society at Utrecht, 
D. S. Attema, Professor of Arabic at Amsterdam Free (Protestant) 
University, said that “Possibilities of a dialogue between Christ
ianity and Islam have increased in recent times by the growing 
secularisation of our world—in the East perhaps somewhat more 
hidden than in the West, but present there too—and by the threat 
of materialistic systems to both Christianity and Islam . . .” 
(Trouw, Protestant daily, 18/10/63). A. M. van der G iezen.
SWEETNESS AND LIGHT

I would like to say how thoroughly I agree with D.W. in his 
shrewd and timely article “Sweetness and Light”. The present 
access of sweetness in the Romish Church is altogether too sweet 
to be sound, its light too lurid for any but the most sinister 
shadows.

It is too often forgotten that what is called the Roman Catholic 
Church is, in the last resort, nothing more than an imposing facade 
built up to screen the activities of a hierarchy of craft, power- 
greedy prelates. Once these gentry got the upper hand they would 
let us know what they mean by sweetness and light.

I see it is reported that the sacrament known as Extreme Unc
tion is to be renamed the Last Rites. Apparently the extreme 
unction is being translated into another sphere for this has cer
tainly been nauseatingly in evidence during the past few months.

Reginald U nderwood.

ESP
As one who believes in an ultimate cause but is distrustful of 

much of past practices of original religion in its association with 
power, I find your journal, its comments and criticisms, interesting 
and valuable.

Your criticism on Telepathy in your issue of September 20th, 
was interesting, but I think Mr. McCall’s judgment was perhaps 
obscured by the stunts of the hypnotists. Rosalind Heywood’s 
The Sixth Sense (Chatto and Windus) contains much matter of 
moment to those who think all humanity possesses an inherent 
spirituality latent in their mind, and a key to the full life.

I see our indefatigable contemporary, the News of the World, 
has abandoned the delights and distractions of Miss Keeler, in 
favour of a series on the psychic. But despite these incredulities, 
it seems to me there is, amongst the reported manifestations of 
extra-sensory perception, a few clues to the depths of the mind 
and the mysteries of memory which remain closed to the psy
chologists. Godfrey R. Beaney.

MARBLE ARCH BRANCH NSS
One of the most popular and active members of the National 

Secular Society in the London area, Mr. Richard J. Sproule, is 
the new Hon. Secretary of the Marble Arch Branch. Mr. Sproule 
was unanimously elected by the Branch committee to succeed 
Mr. William J. Mcllroy, who recently took up his appoint
ment as General Secretary of the Society.

At the Annual General Meeting, the Marble Arch Branch 
committee was strengthened by the election of three additional 
members, Mr. R. Condon (Literature sales Organiser), Mr. S. D. 
Kuebart and Mr. R. Murray.

Theatre

THE POSSESSED'
neither“Dostoievsky’s characters, as we know well by now, are  ̂

odd nor absurd. They are like us; we have the sa,rnÉLeCause 
And if The Possessed is a prophetic book, this is not only ? are 
it prefigures our nihilism, but also because its protag011'’ ¡n. 
torn or dead souls unable to love and suffering from tn ^ 
ability, wanting to believe and yet unable to do so—hx® 
who people our society and our spiritual world today ■ ta(j0fl 
quoted from Albert Camus’s foreword to his stage aaap ^
of Dostoievsky’s novel because 1 consider it important
understanding of the play. Camus regarded it not only Hbut
dramatisation of one of the world’s literary masterpiece 
also “a work of current application”. ament)

How far can we agree? It will depend upon our 
and I am temperamentally far from Dostoievsky and t- ' ¿s i  
from the anguished-absurd view of man. I have neYerwofally. 
to ponder the moral predicament of man without God. Mo ^
as intellectually, God is a handicap, not a help 
is realistic, not nihilistic.- . • U)' ifQPartly, of course, my attitude is English, not Russian or f  
And to me, as I think to most theatregoers, many of Dostoie' ,y
characters are odd, if not absurd. Some, however, are 
moving and drawn with tenderness. And many of us suffer 
inability to love, if not inability to believe. We have ft1© 
heart. Once again, then, the Mermaid Theatre is respoi 
for providing us with an unusual and valuable theatrics ^  
perience in which Barrie Ingham as the despairing Stavrogiu 
Sheila Shand Gibbs as his pitiful wife are perhaps ou^ t̂ jcC.

ch-
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