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the dangers of religious sectarianism
-N .S .S . ANNUAL REPORT

The growing casualty list, damage to property and social upheaval that has taken place in Northern Ireland, made even 
jhore people despair of that area of the United Kingdom,” says the Annual Report of the National Secular Society for 
:71-72. ‘‘The rôle of Christian teachings and institutions in creating the present situation is played down or even com- 

Pletely denied by religious apologists and largely under-rated by people outside the Province. Both parts of Ireland are 
cicrgy-ridden, with religious indoctrination starling in the cradle and being reinforced in the classroom. Church leaders 
tenuously oppose any suggestion of desegregated schools, and actively encourage their flocks to associate only ‘with 
neir own kind.’ Centuries of religious indoctrination have resulted in the total supremacy of intolerance, superstition and 
cnophobia. This is a fact which days of prayer and other ecumenical diversions have not been able to obscure.”

The validity of secularist warnings

The Report, published last Monday, continues: “ Un­
fortunately, it has taken a tragedy like events in Northern 
!rdand to make many people realise the validity of secular- 
lst warnings on the dangers of sectarian education. But 
w,1'Ist the Roman Catholic bishops of England and Wales 
Wcre proclaiming their full support for the continued exist- 
etice of Church schools, there was evidence that a growing 
nunibcr of Catholic parents are dissatisfied both with 
Segrcgated education and with standards in Catholic 
schools.”

of Annual Report speaks of “other encouraging signs 
1 opposition to the statutory position of Christianity in the 
Jtion’s schools;” but warns that while the campaign 

|l| a'nst religious indoctrination (initiated by the N.S.S. in 
, ”4) has made some progress, nevertheless, “much will 

depend on the effectiveness of our future activities if the 
chgious clauses of the new Education Act arc to be 
adically different from those in the 1944 Act.”

^ year of unrest

Looking back at the past year, the Report describes it 
s “a period of escalating violence and unrest in many 
°untries, and in parts of the United Kingdom.” On the 

(Object of Vietnam, it points out that the United States 
cannot prop up indefinitely the corrupt and reactionary 
cginie of President Thieu in South Vietnam . . . During 
be last decade Vietnam has been devastated, and countless 
Umbers have been maimed and killed. A generation of 

^'Ung Americans who left their homeland in planes blessed 
y chaplains, and for whom the prayers of millions have 
afted heavenward, have returned as corpses or drug 

addicts.”

f^entioning the war which gave rise to the independence 
p Bangladesh, the Report says: “Yahya Khan, the former 
resident of West Pakistan, announced that God was on

the side of his militarist régime, but his army suffered a 
humiliating defeat . . . Pakistan was born out of religious 
fanaticism, and the atrocities which took place during the 
war were on a scale which is inevitable when religion is a 
major factor in a national or international dispute.”

The Report observes: “The Rock of Ages is crumbling 
at the edges, but Secularists must not forget that the 
foundations are firmly cemented with assets like land, 
property, works of art, oil wells and tax exemption.” These 
enable the Catholic Church (“ traditional and continuing 
bulwark of reaction and obscurantism”) and others to 
exert political influence and employ adequate staff and 
advisors.

The need for persistence

The N.S.S. applauds the passing of the Sunday Cinema 
Act and the Sunday Theatres Bill, and welcomes the “great 
advances. . .in the campaign for sex education and to make 
contraception freely available to the married and un­
married.” Thus, “we can look back with some satisfaction 
on our last twelve months. But wc must never be tempted 
to relax our efforts both to defend the gains and to further 
promote frecthought and secularism.”

The Annual Report closes with a characteristic and 
colourful flourish: “The National Secular Society will con­
tinue to pursue its own independent role, and to work 
for the achievement of those goals which inspired its 
founders. One of the lessons we learn from the history 
of the movement is that although there are periodic up­
surges of interest in secularist and humanist ideas, the 
work of organisations like the N.S.S. is, for the most part, 
plodding and unexciting. Persistence, moderation and tol­
erance are unfashionable concepts at the present time. 
But they will keep the N.S.S. and radicalism on an even 
keel long after the trendy Leftists, disgruntled Rightists, 
line-shooters and shooting stars have departed on their 
sloganeering way.”
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EVENTS
Ashurstwood Abbey Secular Humanism Centre (founded by 

Jean Straker), between East Grinstead and Forest Row, 
Sussex. Telephone: Forest Row 2589. Meeting every Sunday, 
3 p.m.

Havering Humanist Society, Harold Wood Social Centre, Gub- 
bins Lane. Tuesday, 18 July, 7.45 p.m.: Mrs. Dilys Cossey on 
the work of the Birth Control Campaign.

Humanist Housing Association, Rose Bush Court, 35-41 Parkhill 
Road, London NW3. Saturday, 15 July, 3 p.m.: formal opening 
of Rose Bush Court extension, followed by Annual Garden 
Party.

London Young Humanists, 13 Prince of Wales Terrace, London 
W8. Sunday, 16 July, 7.30 p.m.: Alison Trufitt, Peter Newall 
and Simon Steyne, "Alternatives in Education" (discussion).

South Place Ethical Society, Conway Hall, Red Lion Square, 
London WC1. Sunday, 16 July, 11 a.m.: Professor G. A. Wells, 
"Did Jesus Exist?"

NEWS
B.H.A. CONFERENCE
The 1972 Annual Conference of the British Humanist 
Association* will be held at Scraptoft College, Leicester, 
from 21 to 23 July. The theme will be “People First 
(also the title of the B.H.A.’s recent manifesto), concen­
trating particularly on the issues of population and com­
munity action. Speakers will include Dr. Malcolm Potts ot 
the International Planned Parenthood Federation (and & 
former chairman of the Cambridge Humanist Group), and 
George Clark of the Golbourne Neighbourhood (com­
munity) Centre. In addition there will be discussions o’ 
“world order,” “religious humanism” and the structure ot 
the B.H.A. The British Humanist Association’s A.G.M- 
will be held during the conference on Sunday, 23 July.
* Inquiries and applications for booking forms should be addressed 

to the General Secretary, B.H.A., 13 Prince of Wales Terrace. 
London W8 5PG.

15 July 19?2

SOUTH AFRICA’S “CHRISTIAN 
HERITAGE’’
The Cape Regional Director of the South African Christia° 
Institute, the Rev. Theo Kotze, is quoted by the Observe 
(2 July) as saying that “it is becoming increasingly dangcf' 
ous to be a Christian in this country.” Somewhat of a>J 
exaggeration, one would have thought, considering that 
apartheid was very much the brain-child of the Date” 
Reformed Church—and still is. It has always been mud’ 
more dangerous to be an atheist in South Africa, a”, 
atheists and agnostics are not considered desirable imm1' 
grants.

However, we must concede that the Rev. Theo Kotze 
statement is not wholly incorrect. Margaret Biggs of me 
Hull University Catholic Chaplaincy, in a letter to Tb( 
Guardian (14 June), wittily pointed out that the South 
African Government’s recent ban on gatherings of me^ 
than eleven people “wisely precludes any possibility °,' j 
Christ holding the Last Supper anywhere in its country. |

THE OLD, OLD CLICHE
“ . . . An Aberdeen parson lately declared, ‘Materialism ¡s 
dead. Mr. Cohen must bring his science up to date. H e ’s 
fifty years behind his time.’ We arc dismayed, but take a 
little heart on reflecting that we have heard the same thing- 
about others as well as ourselves, very many times. And 
we really ought to have something better than the word 
of an Aberdeen parson to settle the matter definitely.”

—Chapman Cohen in The Freethinker, 16 July 1922.

WOMEN DRIVERS
The unbelievable obstacles being put in the way of Mrs. | 
Doreen Barnett’s ambition to become a bus driver are a 
graphic illustration of the fact that male chauvinism is by 
no means merely a paranoidal phantasy of the lunatic 
fringe of women’s lib.

Frankly we would rather be the passenger of the most 
witless “dumb blonde” than of the sort of moronic male 
charioteer who supposes that the possession of an auto­
mobile carries with it the privilege of Droit de Seigneur. 
and who develops a “suicide pilot” syndrome at the merest 
suggestion of his being overtaken on the road by a-" 
woman!
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c a t h o l ic  c h a r it ie s  p r o t e s t
Employees of the city of Philadelphia (Pennsylvania) have 
1979 rcce'v‘n2 at work a fund-raising brochure from the 

Catholic Charities Appeal together with a form 
rntthorising their employer to withhold Catholic charities 
°ntributions from their salaries. The withholding authori- 
ation forms were imprinted with the individual employees’ 
ames and payroll numbers.
Since many employees felt that they were being pres- 
re<I into contributing to a sectarian fund drive so as to 

•-main in good standing at work, a formal protest on the 
atter is being made by Howard Stevenson (Philadelphia 

director for Americans United for the Separation of 
nurch and State) to Mayor Frank L. Rizzo. Whether the 
ayor will take much notice is open to conjecture: the 

^gazine Church & State carried a photograph last March 
j .Mayor Rizzo kneeling and kissing the ring of Cardinal 
°nn Krol, newly appointed head of the United States 
atholic hierarchy.

SMALLER c a t h o l ic  f a m i l i e s
ILS.A.

Quest News Service reports that the size of American 
atholic families is dropping radically, as shown by a 

.LCent American fertility survey. Charles Westoff, one of 
p e Princeton demographers responsible for the National 
utility Survey, commented: “The implication is that 

^cspite church strictures against birth control. Catholic 
°nien arc increasingly using unapproved forms of contra­
ction. We are now developing data that confirm this; 

ju t  show Catholics arc becoming more and more like 
trier parents in their use of the Pill and other contraceptive 

devices.”
In 1970 Catholic woman between 20 and 24 reported 

ju t they wanted 20 per cent fewer children than the same 
„ UP wanted in 1965, and the birthrate figure for the 
8r°up fell from 3.45 to 2.75.

l e a n  y e a r  f o r  t h e  l o r d
Jt has been a lean and dismal old year for the Lord and 

*s Day. In Britain the Sunday Theatres Bill has received 
J 1 unopposed third reading, and in Italy the abominable 

°ntinental Sunday has claimed yet another victim with 
J c repeal of a Mussolini-era law restricting work on 
evvspapers on Sundays.
It is small wonder, therefore, that the latest number of 

ue ineptly named Joy and Light, which carries the 141st 
nnual report of the Lord’s E)ay Observance Society, ap- 

I^uls now not so much to the Sabbatarian “crusader 
.-cal” as to “backs to the wall! ” Even Scotland, once the 
juncr bastion of the dreary “British Sunday” has “lost 
,lcrself out in the barren wastes of commercialism, tour- 
Slr|. materialism, and—in the spiritual realm—liberalism.”

Joy cmd Ught, laments dimly over the new Sunday 
legislation and “ the National Secular Society . . . gloating 
:\Vcr this new blow at the Lord’s Day.” Once we heard of 
llle Lord of Hosts, but now “ it certainly appears that there 
U[e few prepared to oppose the desecration of the Lord’s 

by this Bill.”
Out-manoeuvred and outdated, but not lacking in cash 

uud two U.K. offices, the L.D.O.S. can still summon the

strength to rattle its rusty sword at Sunday freedom: “One 
thing we can learn from the enemy,” says Joy and Light,

The N.S.S., in their statement adds: “We hope that Mr. 
Jenkins’ bill will encourage others to press for the abolition 
of obsolete Sunday regulations . . .” Shall we learn the le s so r

Let us arouse ourselves—churches, Christian M.P.s and 
Christian people everywhere—to be prepared for the next on­
slaught, which will most certainly come.
Alas, too late, too late! Already the secularist hordes 

are massing for the kill on the south end of London 
Bridge, and in Edinburgh a long file of agnostic gallow- 
glasses, led by Fiona MacDrumnadrochit (“The Scourge 
of the Sabbath”) is slinking along the Waters of Leith for 
the final assault on Kingsburgh Road! The end is nigh!

“AT LAST“
Ninety years ago The Freethinker rolled off the presses bear­

ing its “battle ensign” above the masthead: “Prosecuted for 
Blasphemy." The Editor had finally goaded his enemies into 
giving battle!

“We are in for it at last . . . The bigots looked glum, and 
asked despairingly if no one would try to suppress that 
dreadful Freethinker. They prayed for help, but the Lord 
sent no legion of angels. Yet there are always certain 
persons ready to rush in where angels fear to tread, and 
at length Sir Henry Tyler came forward to do the deed . . . 
[He] has tried in vain to put down the Science Classes 
conducted by Dr. Aveling, Mrs. Besant and the Misses 
Bradlaugh; and he will be just as successful in his attempt 
to annihilate the Freethinker . . .  You cannot frighten men 
who know no fear. If one goes to gaol, another will take 
his place, as soldiers step up to fill the breaches caused by 
the enemy’s shot. Let the bigots do their worst . . .

“This prosecution has been long impending. It was 
talked over in the Tea-room of the House of Commons, 
where the plot was laid and hatched. Mr. Bradlaugh’s 
enemies are engaged in it, and they hope, in striking the 
Freethinker, to strike him too . . . But this is certain, that 
our age will be tried as well as the editor, publisher and 
printer of the Freethinker .. .

“If Frcethought is attacked it must be defended, and 
the charge of blasphemy must be retorted on those who 
try to suppress liberty in the name of God . . . And before 
I leave the court, for whatever destination, I will make the 
ears of bigotry tingle, and shame the hypocrites who pro­
fess and disbelieve.”

—G. W. Foote in The Freethinker, 16 July 1882.

FREETHINKER FUND
Because The Freethinker is printed as cheaply as possible, 
and published with a ridiculously low profit margin (in 
order to reach the widest possible public), we do appeal 
to those readers of modest means and above to remember 
to give a little extra to the Freethinker Fund from time to 
time. One of the reasons that this paper is still going strong 
and is as inexpensive as it is is because of the generosity 
of past generations of readers. Will you help keep the ink 
flowing?

Our thanks to those who kindly contributed to the Free­
thinker Fund last month: anonymous, £1; H. A. Alexan­
der, 35p; P. Barbour, £2.45; I. Barr, £1; J. L. Broom, £1; 
J. Buchanan, 45; Charles Byass, £1; A. S. Careiro, I4p; J. 
Corder, 14p; W. Craigie, 19p; J. L. Ford, 45p; E. Gomm, 
£2; Professor Halstead, £3.28; J. G. Hillhouse (in memory 
of W. Ingram), £2; H. Holgate, 50p; R. T. Lawley, £3.28; 
R. C. Mason, £2; C. S. Niles, £1.45; Bruce M. Siegan, 
£1.75: M. D. Silas, £1; Pat Sloan, 45p; Miss E. G. Vaughan, 
45p. Total for June: £26.33.
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PETER CROMMELINACCIDENT OF BIRTH
It was more than fifty years before I recovered fully from 
the accident of birth that made me a Roman Catholic and 
subjected me from early infancy to total bombardment 
of religious indoctrination.

Both my parents were absolutely convinced of the truth 
and the supreme importance of the Christian faith as 
taught with infallible authority by the one true Catholic 
Church. My father had the educational advantage of being 
a “doctor of science,” but unlike the majority of his kind 
he was quite obsessed by his private conviction that there 
is a Supernatural World beyond the reach of any mere 
physical science. My scientific rather co-operated com­
pletely with my non-scientific mother in persuading their 
children that there is no essential conflict between Natural 
Science and Supernatural Religion. Thus I acquired in 
childhood the notion of Faith as a “gift of God” enabling 
me to believe without doubt the most incredible of religious 
doctrines. I became an eager young defender of the Faith, 
and when the time came for me to choose a career, it was 
perfectly easy to persuade me that I could not choose any­
thing better than to become a priest. This required a highly 
specialised vocational training in which everything seemed 
to go according to plan, and whatever may have been go­
ing on in my subconcious, there was no external sign of 
the atheistical agnostic waiting for release. Tn due course 
I was made a priest by the hands of a bishop. That T 
think was the real beginning of the process by which I 
lost my Faith and ceased to be a member of any Christian 
community.

Theology worse than pornography

My faith did not disappear suddenly. It was like a very 
slow awakening from a very long dream. The trouble was 
that I could not rouse myself sufficiently to make the 
necessary distinction between the dream state and the real 
state. I know from my own personal history why Dr. Karl 
Marx classified religion as a form of opium, something 
that must seem unintelligible to anyone who thinks of 
religion simply in terms of a B.B.C. Epilogue or “Thought 
for the Day.” But without doubt, religion can become the 
most delusive form of self-deception. Theology has done 
far more damage to the human mind than all the porno­
graphy that has ever been published. Religion has always 
claimed to be a divine and supernatural revelation, an 
inaccessible source of knowledge open only to the members 
of some privileged religious community. The individual 
who belongs to such a community comes to share the 
common illusion that he or she knows things that cannot 
be known to those “outside.”

In the course of time I became awake to the fact that 
if my entire life was to be dominated by religious dogmas, 
I would prefer to make my own in preference to accepting 
passively those provided for me by a community to which 
I belonged simply and solely by an accident of birth. I am 
absolutely convinced that had I not been born and bred 
inside the Roman Catholic Church, I would never have 
become converted to that institution in later years by any 
of the so-called “motives of credibility.” The same prin­
ciple applies to all other forms of Christian community. 
So, in ceasing to be a Roman Catholic, I ceased also to be

a Christian. I fully accept the fact that scientific scholar­
ship has reduced the credibility of the Gospel story almost 
to vanishing point. It is perfectly possible that the Gospel 
contains no single historical fact. The Gospel could be a 
completely fictitious account of events that never really 
happened. It is not merely possible but really beyond dis- 
put that no secular historian would accept the Gospel as 
we possess it, as a well authenticated record of real events- 
From the modern point of view, there is a totally imposs­
ible gap between the events described and the first actual 
recording of them.

From the moment that I abandoned every imaginable 
form of orthodox or conventional Christianity, I have 
moved more and more in the direction of a purely secular 
humanism. It would not be true to say that I have become 
an atheist. When people describe any fairly decent and 
compassionate example of human behaviour as being 
“basically Christian” then I am indeed tempted to call 
myself an atheist. I regard Christianity as a false rcglig'.011 
and Jesus Christ as a false god, and I can see no po¡nt 
in attributing human goodness to a false religion or a false 
god. None the less, I am not strictly speaking as an atheist- 
The fact that Jesus Christ is not God does not lead logically 
to the conclusion that there is no God. The word God 
indicates for me all that Man is not and can never hope or 
want to become. God is intrinsically the unknown and 
unknowable essence of creation without which there could 
be no such thing as evolution. The Universe must have a 
creator, even though the creator and creation may be one 
and indivisible. There is not and never can be any revela* 
tion of the creator except that which nature provides.

Atheism and reason

Militant atheism is a very good war against very fabe 
gods. It is in strict and literal obedience to the first coflT 
mandment of the Decalogue that mankind should avoid 
the worship of “strange gods.” All the gods that receive 
the homage of mankind are very strange indeed. Humanism 
however, has a more comprehensive purpose than mem 
atheism. The former indicates a way of escape from any 
one religious community that does not lead to any other 
by any logical necessity. We do not want people to move 
from Catholic to Protestant or vice versa. We do not want 
people to move erratically from faith to faith. We want 
people to move from faith to reason, and from reason to 
the full enjoyment of a rational life in so far as that can 
be enjoyed here on earth, or here in England in 1972- 
There is certainly no legal obligation for any individual to 
maintain a life-long allegiance to any religious community 
that was entered only by an accident of birth.

T would be less than human if I did not feel some human 
sympathy and compassion for those who believe what I 
myself have believed, but cannot as T have done, liberate 
themselves from the burden of faith. And faith can be a 
terrible burden for those who feel they must bear it. B 
imposes something much more terrifying than the existence 
of an almighty and eternal God. Tf I have left the Christian 
community it is because, more than for any other reason. 
I have come to reject their doctrine of personal immortality- 
I know that I shall not live for ever, either in this or in 
any other world.
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human evolution  verified GONZALO QUIOGUE

f0r more than a century well-meaning religious people
lave demanded proof for evolution, although they them- 
se|ves admit that God cannot be proven: “You have just 
8°t to have faith that there is a God,” but, “How ugly 
and shameful it is to think that we are descended from 
aPcs! And how nice it is to cherish the thought that a 

°d created us! ” They justify their belief for the comfort 
01 their egos.

Lamarck, Darwin, and successive scientists built up a 
°uy of evidence that man is related to all vertebrates, 
’animals, primates and apes. These facts are now elemcn- 
ary biology, but we must beware of fault-finding funda- 
1cntalists who now and then tell us that there is a weakness 

’e.re and a weakness there in the chain of evolutionary 
V̂|dcnce. We realise of course the vested interest or dis­

guised motive of the churches when they fight evolution.
hey want to perpetuate the Adam and Eve myth and the 

C1 cation story which arc still among the pillars of funda- 
mentalist religion.

vidence from Comparative Anatomy
. The construction of man’s body is almost like that of 
,lc ape. Every human bone has a corresponding bone in 
lc ape, and the long bones of the arms of man and ape 

Jrc difficult to distinguish. Man and ape have the same 
fereoscopic and colour vision. Both cannot move their 

cars. The muzzle of both is replaced by a face. Both have 
'''cak sense of smell. Both females have menstrual cycles; 

dud both have no breeding season—they mate at any time 
i t ycur- Both females usually give birth to a single 
, Spring. The mothers of both show a passionate and 
i0Vlng care for their young, and usually the male of both 
’̂ dominance over the female and the young. In the words 
‘ Theodosius Dobzhansky, “The differences between man 

'y.j aPe are quantitative and not qualitative, as arc the 
. 'Terences between one ape species and another.” This 
>iiplies that man is simply a species of ape, although in- 
c|hgent and moral.1

dwelling vertebrates, arc also present in the embryos of 
fishes, but in the latter they become the supports of func­
tioning gills. The human foetus at a certain stage has a 
tail formed like those of mammalian embryos which have 
tails as adults. This suggests that our remote ancestors had 
tails.

Evidence from Vestiges
All the muscles in man are represented by corresponding 

muscles in the anthropoid ape. One muscle (peroneus 
tertius) of the human foot was found in 18 per cent of the 
gorilla specimens studied; but it is absent in some humans. 
Other muscles like man’s external ears and the vermiform 
appendix are devoid of function. The appendix corres­
ponds to a large part of the intestine of some herbivorous 
mammals and was more developed in man’s ancestors.

Evidence from Genetics and Physiology
The body’s physiological functions, in resembling those 

of other animals, suggests also a common ancestry as does 
the similarities of body structures. Ape and man both 
digest food, respire, excrete waste matter and reproduce 
in much the same way.

The mechanism of reproduction and transmission of 
heredity arc the same in all animals and plants. Chromo­
somes and genes occur in all living things and even in 
microorganisms. All animals (that reproduce sexually) 
show chromosome pairings and meiosis. An analysis of the 
heredity of pea plants or fruit flics can tell us much about 
human and ape heredity, for the mechanism of heredity, 
discovered by the monk, Gregor Mendel, is universal 
among living things.

These facts suggest that life arose only once from non­
living elements and that all organisms arc derived from 
this single event. Man and modern apes probably began to 
evolve from primitive ape-like creatures in Africa or Asia 
some 25 million years ago.2

Lvidence from Embryology
Baer’s law states that, “the younger the embroys of 

different animals arc, the more they resemble one another, 
'y’ile they become more and more distinct as they grow 
older.” The development of the foetus in the female body 
ls. in a sense, a repetition of the evolutionary development 

the group (phylogeny). The gill arches which are formed 
ln human foetuses and in the embryos of other land­

NOTES
1 See Dobzhansky’s Mankind Evolving: p. 173, and The Naked 

Ape, by Desmond Morris.
2 For further reading I suggest the folowing books: Understanding 

Evolution by Herbert II. Ross, Modern Science and the Nature 
of Life by William S. Beck, Mankind in the Making by William 
Howels, Man and the Vertebrates by A. S. Romcr, and The 
Evolution of Life by E. C. Olson (I listed a number of other titles 
in my “Human Evolution: Some Facts,” Freethinker, 17 June 
1972).

Re v ie w s
hooks
¡HE RADICAL TRADITION IN EDUCATION IN 

“ ITAIN. A compilation of writings by William God- 
rJT Thomas Paine, Robert Owen, Richard Carlile, 
g°bert Dale Owen, William Thompson, William Lovett, 
nd William Morris. Edited by Brian Simon. Lawrence 

and Wishart, £1.
Brian Simon is Professor of Education at the University 
Leicester. Two of his previous books, Studies in the 

‘story of Education, 1780-1870 and Education and the

luibour Movement, 1870-1920 have become standard 
works, and manage to be what most works on education 
are conspicuously not, exciting and urgent reading for all 
those at all interested in the subject.

The present collection of papers covers the period from 
1793 to 1840, one of intense production in this field, with 
a final chapter from William Morris, who revives the 
earlier tradition with his sketch of the ideal factory, as a 
centre for education, as well as work and recreation.

One tradition in this book, which could very well be 
revived, is the style in which the articles are written. 
Vigorous and pungent, with a clarity that makes contem­
porary efforts seem often confused and pallid, it is matched 
by the uncompromising nature of the thought and argu-

(Continued overleaf)
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(Continued from previous ixige) 
nient. These men, several of whom were writing in prison, 
knew the strength and subtlety of the enemy they were 
facing, and were not easily seduced. They analysed and 
planned indefatigably for a future that was to remain 
hypothetical for most of them.

Universal education, for which they fought, did not come 
about until 1870. The schools that existed in their time 
were only for the better-off, as a rule, and purveyed a 
strictly classical and academic education hardly suited to 
the industrial revolution. What gave impetus to the new 
thinking was the change in the old social relationships, 
owing to developments in industry and science which 
changed men’s view of the universe. This led to wide 
inquiry about the purpose, scope and aims of education, 
in a much wider context than the question of schools alone, 
though that was part of it.

Godwin begins with an analysis of how characters are 
formed. He attributes this firstly to the impact of external 
circumstances, the totality of social and political influences. 
He rejects completely the idea of innate principles and 
instincts, as obscurantist and tending to limit investigation. 
The character is not born ready-made, nor is it formed 
irrevocably during the first five years of childhood, what­
ever the Jesuits might say. It is subject to constant change 
and development throughout life, so there is no need to 
give up hope. The second factor concerned is that of the 
human intelligence. The human mind is to be considered 
an intelligent agent acting and reacting upon the environ­
ment, and it is through such reasoned action that we make 
progress.

William Thompson, who was an Irish landowner much 
concerned with problems of poverty among the peasants, 
takes this analysis further b1' showing how social institu­
tions have actually influenced men. Domestic, religious and 
political institutions, instead of diffusing knowledge, as they 
might be expected to do, have often prevented its diffusion, 
and have kept men (and particularly women) in a state of 
slavery. The development of society leads to a division of 
labour; knowledge and its purveyors become separated 
from labour and hostile to it. This is neither right nor 
useful. Education must be given to all, and established 
attitudes must be changed, for the benefit of the whole of 
society.

The education given, however, must have practical rele­
vance, and must be based on truth. Truth is the criterion 
for moral education, with freedom of inquiry and the 
right to doubt. Education should add to people’s happi­
ness, not detract from it, so children should not be coerced. 
Rewards as well as punishments are immoral, as they lead 
to attitudes of contempt or fear. Physical exercises, recrea­
tion, music and imaginative work should all play a part. 
But even all this is not enough; a more equitable social 
system is necessary if men are not to have a slavish out­
look, and there must be an end to the “pernicious econom­
ical dogma of low wages.” This is morality in practice.

Thomas Paine, in an excerpt from The Age of Reason, 
stressing the demand for a scientific education, shows that 
the chief obstacle to the development of science has been 
Christianity. The age of ignorance, he says, commenced 
with the Christian religion. So far from the Church being 
the guardian of learning, it was the Church that stifled it. 
It was the Church that introduced the time-wasting study 
of dead languages, because it was afraid that a rational 
system would make its pretensions ridiculous. But the 
study of astronomy has had that effect in any case. “Are 
we to suppose that every world in the boundless creation
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had an Eve, an apple, a serpent and a redeemer? . ■ • 
would have nothing else to do than to- travel from wor d 
to world in an endless succession of death, with scarcely 
a momentary interval of life.”

Writing as a deist, Paine would free education from 
erroneous and superstitious beliefs, and base it upon 
evidence. He is followed by Richard Carlile, writing from 
Dorchester Gaol, in which he had been put for publishing 
Paine’s Age of Reason and Palmer’s Principles of Nature- 
In his splended Address to Men of Science, he makes a 
strong appeal to them to speak out. They were of sufficient 
strength to kill superstition if they chose to. He attacks 
Newton, who, he says, could not really have believed |n 
Christianity, but lacked the courage to break away from it- 
He derides those famous mathematicians who reckon to 
believe that three is one and one is three. Newton was 
courting popularity by succumbing to the despotisms m 
the day. For religion, and religious attitudes, have been m 
the service of despotisms, and with a more rational educa­
tion system we stand a chance of getting a more rational 
social system. He attacks obscurantist teaching and religi°uS 
practices in schools. They stultify the intellect, as they am 
intended to do. The subjects that need to be taught are 
Chemistry, Natural History, Geography, Astronomy, an(i 
Mechanics.

William Lovett, writing from Warwick Gaol, produces 
a remarkable pamphlet on Chartism and a Plan for tl& 
Education and Improvement of the People, Politically cl,u[ 
Socially. He calls for a universal franchise, freedom 
opinion, the right of assembly and free distribution ot 
knowledge. He wants secular moral education, free from 
the desire to mould children to a certain pattern, or for a 
certain place in society. He gives in great detail his plallS 
for the regulation of schools and methods of instructin'1. 
And, to prove that it was not all just theory, we get fr0111 
Robert Owen and his son an account of the school they 
organised at New Lanark. Owen insists on the unity 0 
theory and practice, and his son on the need for happin^ 
as a basis. School, in the opinion of these daring reformed’ 
should actually be a joyous place, with plenty of music aaCl 
dancing. And why, in heaven’s name, not?

Some, it is true, of these early ideas on education hav 
become a little out-dated. Drilling in straight rows has 
given way to freer forms of activity, and art teaching h? 
been revolutionised even during the last twenty years. On 
the other hand we have still not caught up with many 0 
the radical ideas of these sturdy and individual pioneers- 
We cannot claim to have a rational system while religi°}Js 
worship and teaching remain. We still allow children to be 
beaten, and pay little attention to their personal happing 
or their right to question authority. In spite of compre‘ 
hensive schools, we still have a system which retains a 
privileged sector. We have universal edcation and universa1 
franchise, but there are many injustices and inequality 
left in society. Throughout the world extremes are greater 
than ever. Christian nations still drop bombs, and men aN 
still imprisoned for asserting the brotherhood of man. Haye 
we used our education to further the interests and happ1' 
ness of men as a whole, or has the very education system 
itself been manipulated to serve the ends of an inequitably 
society? We need to be on the alert, and to know what 's 
happening to us.

Meanwhile we can be grateful for the brave statement5 
made by these radical thinkers, so long ago, and for tĥ  
efforts they made to disentangle these problems. Onf 
thanks are also due to Brian Simon for editing them.

MERLE TOLFBEe
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t HE MEW RELIGIONS by Jacob Needleman.
^ en Lane The Penguin Press, £2.75.

In eighteenth-century maps of Gulliver’s Travels, Brob- 
lngnag is sited where Los Angeles now stands. It seems 
Very suitable location. As Dr. Needleman puts it in this 

^  cel lent book, everything in California tends to be larger 
nan life: “The variety of psychological flora and fauna 
frc is amazing. Cults and sects grow like weeds. ‘Gurus’

abound.”

And what Gurus! Dr. Needleman introduces the awe- 
rUck reader to such notabilities as Meher Baba, self- 
enfessed “Highest of the High . . . God personified,” and 

. e Maharishi (of Beatles and Rolling Stones fame) whom 
e describes irreverently as “a ‘classic’ guru, delivered by 
entrai Casting . . .  a holy man surrounded by money, 

^atinée idols, public relations men, private planes and 
""•conditioned meditation halls.”

,. ^ut, though Dr. Needleman’s touch is commendably 
'§"t, he has written a perfectly serious book, serious 
’inout being solemn. The phenomenon he deals with is 

^al enough, even if “new religion” seems a misnomer for 
"e of his chapters, that dealing with Krishnamurti, whose 
Aching is as “modern” as Annie Besant and W. B. Yeats.
. And I do not think Dr. Ncedleman pays enough atten- 
!°" to intellectual fashion, to the way in which some of 
"ese so-called “new religions” flourished in the ’twenties, 
pCfe then superseded by Marxism in the ’thirties, by 

x'stentialism in the ’forties and ’fifties, and now once 
§ain it is the turn of the Wise Men from the East. In 

Particular, now, from Tibet, as Dr. Needleman brings out 
" one of his most important chapters. As Marx conquers 
"‘"a, so Tibetan refugees arc conquering the West—or, 

pt least, thousands of mostly young Westerners, in San 
"ancisco and elsewhere. Dr. Needleman plots the graph, 
.s 't^were, of what has been called “the spiritual explo- 

Y°">” dealing as a philosopher with such things as Subud, 
/°ga and Transcendental Meditation. If it all makes one 

ĉ* a bit like Gulliver, in Laputa as well as in Brobdingnag, 
"t no doubt is good for the soul.

R. C. CHURCHILL

15 July 1972

LETTERS
®r®ndan Behan’s Patriotism.
“otc1 SUrPrised and disappointed that Theatre Workshop should 
abl. Ct ?lron6|y” (letters, 24 June) to what was, after all, a favour- 
“ c review of The Hostage, in which I as good as said that it was 
a" at? cl,ol's'y funny and relevant." Am I also to proclaim, despite 
hu 1 . evidence, that Brendan Behan was both a genius and a
r w an'st> endorse a clearly inaccurate programme note, and lavish 

lse on I.R.A. gunmen?
About the only virtue that Behan possessed was an honest 

q "lempt for the Holy Ireland of popular mythology and for the 
¡t„ y]Pstead intellectuals who lionised him. Like Theatre Workshop 
Hen u ? owcd his reputation not to the priest-ridden people of the 
Wn t ' 'c’ t*le London Irish of Kilburn and Camden Town or the 
Ijn rk|H8 classes of Stratford East, but to the English affluent intel- 
sUit h • w"ose capacity for romanticism is unlimited. Though it 
anvth- *1lm to P°se as an r̂'s  ̂ Patri°t (°f the sort that would do 
fi,  ̂ lng for Ireland except live in it) and he was given a hero's 
vie^ral 'n Dublin with full Catholic and I.R.A. honours, his real 
hrni 'Vere set out in Dominic Behan’s lively and gossipy My 
"hap' Prenclan (1965); “Ireland is a figment of the Anglo-Saxon 
Per£',nation- ber vices extolled as virtues and her glorious memory

Actuated by Boss Croker and Tammany Hall. Ireland is a lie." 
“the  ̂ P^cisely does Carol Murphy mean when she refers to 
Thre [00ts ° f  the situation that kept him in prison for eight years”? 

ee of those years—the Borstal Boy period—were for jelly­

running in Liverpool. Is the “situation” the machinations of the 
wicked English who “persecuted” hint, or the imposture whereby 
gullible Irish youths are made the tools of “patriots” who are at 
best unstable, and at worst vicious; men who are really happy 
only when they reduce the whole community to the chaos of their 
own personal lives? For bn any objective grounds, however Ire­
land may have been exploited by England in the past, in modern 
times the English connection is greatly to be preferred to the 
murder, maiming, gun-law and kangaroo courts of the I.R.A. If 
Brendan were to have stated this clearly and starkly his message 
would indeed have been a humanist one. But in The Hostage his 
satire on I.R.A. chauvinism is, like Miss Murphy’s letter, mixed 
with I.R.A. romanticism. At the end, when the hostage is shot, it 
is just an “accident” and the audience is cosily reassured when he 
immediately pops up and starts singing “The Bells of Hell.”

In My Brother Brendan Dominic refers sketchily to “Joan Little- 
wood’s version of Brendan’s English translation.” This is amplified 
in Ted E. Boyle’s Brendan Behan (1969), using material from 
Sean McCann’s 'collection, The World of Brendan Behan (1965): 
“Behan’s second play An Giall was commissioned by the Irish 
language organisation Gael Linn and was produced in Dublin’s 
Darner Hall in June, 1958 . . .  On October 14, 1958, the first 
English-language production of The Hostage opened in Joan 
Littlewood’s Theatre Workshop at the Theatre Royal, Stratford, 
London. The production was a near thing, for the Theatre Work­
shop was having financial difficulties, and Brendan Behan was not. 
As the money rolled in, Behan became increasingly dilatory; and 
he finished the translation of The Hostage only because Gerry 
Raffles, manager of the Workshop, virtually forced him to com­
plete the project” (pp. 86-87). It may be that Brendan pretended 
to have written an original play, as his life was a continuous 
“con”—another humanist trait, I suppose.

For all I know, An Giall may qualify Behan as the successor 
to Synge or O'Casey, as admirers would have us believe; The 
Hostage certainly does not. If the original version is truly a 
humanist play I should have said: “Brendan’s warm humanity, 
compassion and Irish lyricism were, in Joan Littlewood’s noisy 
production, dissipated in a babble of gags and stage tricks.” Would 
this be more acceptable to Miss Murphy? David T ribe.

Euthanasia and Happiness
J. Stewart Ross (letters, 1 July) has now set out clearly and logic­
ally the differences between us. (Incidentally, he shares his unbelief 
in “a Victorian phenomenon called progress” with another Victor­
ian phenomenon called Malcolm Muggeridge.) I agree that if 
abolition is allowed, the pressures for reform may be diminished; 
if euthanasia were allowed, I should suggest that there would be 
no comparable diminution of pressure on doctors to find cures for 
terminal illnesses—they would still try just as hard to find curses.

Mr. Ross produces further arguments: that “death” cannot 
further either human dignity or happiness, and that all today’s 
social reform is geared towards making life worth living. This 
latter statement is true, but we make life worth living not (or only 
incidentally) by causing happiness, but by reducing unhappiness. 
It is this principle which animates both social reform, and the 
campaign to legalise voluntary euthanasia— since this is the one 
case where it is quite impossible to create happiness (until we can 
actually cure such terminal illnesses).

As to human dignity, which is the dignified death: one where 
the patient dies in agony, begging the doctor to put him out of 
his misery, but the doctor refuses; or the other, where the doctor 
does not refuse, and the patient dies peacefully? Voluntary euthan­
asia is in fact a form of assisted suicide. If Mr. Ross regards 
suicide as always undignified (which I do not), then euthanasia 
would still seem to be the lesser of two evils. N icholas Reed.

Hitler’s Military Leadership
In answer to Mr. S. Birkin (letters, 1 July) I would point out (hat 
in my letter of 17 June I did not praise Hitler’s military leadership 
and genius (no-one was a genius in World War III).

What I did say was that Hitler was not the military duffer his 
critics have supposed him to have been. Mr. Birkin says that 
Hitler ignored Racdcr’s advice to invade Britain—why not? At 
that time Britain was isolated, Europe occupied and the Afrika 
Korps in the desert undefeated. In my opinion Hitler (and, of 
course, the German High Command) knew that to be certain of 
victory a powerful future foe had to be destroyed. The Germans 
adopted the tactic of Blitzkrieg which had been successful else­
where—and why not in Russia?

As Mr. Birkin says, Hitler aimed to get the war on the Eastern 
Front over by September; and how dangerously near he came to 
succeeding! j, H. Morten.
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Rational Organisation of the World Economy
Peter Cadogan (letters, 1 July) is a good one to talk about non 
sequitursl He says the Tudors overthrew feudalism in England, 
and Oliver Cromwell set up a standing army and in Russia, China 
and the U.S.A. the army is the state, and therefore World Govern­
ment would be the ultimate disaster!

His “analysis” is a load of muddled mysticism! A little em­
piricism would be a good mental discipline and corrective for him.

What is the real “sin” of national sovereignty? Answer: if the 
world is divided up into nations, each nation has to be as strong 
as possible to prevent others pushing it about. And it has to secure 
the food, raw materials and economic resources it needs. This 
involves brainwashing its citizens to make them believe other 
nations are always wrong. So national sovereignty causes a ten­
dency to war.

Under world government there would be no need to oppose 
other nations as we would all be the same nation. An intelligent 
share-out of economic resources and a rational organisation of the 
world economy would be possible.

“We need city-regional republics,” says Mr. Cadogan. How 
lovely! Every time you travelled from London to Birmingham, or 
from Newcastle to Carlisle, or from Edinburgh to Glasgow, you’d 
have to carry a passport! Then certain city states would conquer 
others and we would be back to where we are now.

“A h!” replies Mr. Cadogan, “But modern technology has ren­
dered war an anachronism.” It had done that in 1914 yet a war 
happened. But if we had Mr. Cadogan’s idea of city-states modern 
technology would not stop war—because nobody would be able 
to afford modern technology! (And nobody would be able to 
afford a high standard of living either.) And if, as Peter Cadogan 
suggests, his system is to be put in force in Europe now, it would 
mean Europe would be conquered by the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R.

Finally, Mr. Cadogan says that Derek Senior in his minority 
report to the Maud commission “does not draw these [i.e. Peter 
Cadogan’s] conclusions.” No wonder! I. S. Low.

World Government versus World Dictatorship
I can well understand Peter Cadogan’s misgivings about the idea 
of world government. We all dislike governments of various kinds 
and the thought that there might one day be only one for all of 
us (and therefore nowhere to escape to if it turns nasty) is a 
disturbing one.

However, a world government will not necessarily turn into 
dictatorship if people keep their heads. (After all, in the last 
analysis, the only thing that prevents a British government from 
turning itself into a dictatorship is the fact that people keep their 
heads.) It is rather the present situation which will inevitably lead 
to a world dictatorship within a generation or two at the most— 
unless, of course, either World War III or an ecological catas­
trophe gets in first. If we manage to avoid these misfortunes, the 
arms race will go on uninterrupted, for there will be no authority 
capable of putting an end to it or of protecting any nation which 
is so misguided as to disarm.

The arms race, however, will not go on indefinitely. Sooner or 
later it will be won. This will happen in one of two ways. Either 
for economic or for technological reasons, first one, and then 
another, of the super-powers will be forced to drop out. It may 
happen through bankruptcy, as the rate of expenditure soars even 
higher. In the last two years, for example, world expenditure on 
arms increased by forty per cent, which is far more than the 
increase in gross world product. Not even the richest or most 
dedicated nation can stand such a pace for very long; the one 
that lasts longest will rule the world. Alternatively, one of the 
super-powers may discover what they are are all frantically re­
searching for: an unbeatable weapon (or defence) which can be 
developed and deployed before the others know about it. All that 
is then needed is a Berlin- or Cuba-type confrontation, a warning 
over the hot line of the consequences of opposition, and “Bob’s 
your Uncle: ” the herrenvolk have arrived.

When that happens—as it one day will—then we shall have a 
world dictatorship from which there will indeed be no escape and 
from which there can be no let-up. Even with the best will in the 
world (and which super-power can be credited with that?) the 
winning nation would have no option but to rule by terror and 
by torture, because it will be numerically far too weak to maintain 
its grip in any other way. They can never afford to relax for a 
moment. For if any region is left without surveillance, it might 
produce a new unbeatable weapon of its own. That is a risk the 
tyrants cannot afford to take.

15 July 1972

I he fact is that, in a world which has shrunk to the size ol 
global village, we are going to have a world government soon 
anyway. The only question is whether we are going to act our­
selves to establish a sensible form of elected world parlianien 
w'*lcllj We can choose, control and, when neCesssary, kick out; of 
whether we prefer to sit around and wait until a government over 
which we have no control at all is imposed on us— for ever.

Tony M ills.

Pornography: the Problem of Definition
Mr. Broom (letters, 1 July) says that I offer no definition ° 
pornography, and believes that I am confusing the pornograp 
with the erotic. The implication is that, since definitions are 01 ^  
cult, there can be no satisfactory definition for the purposes ^  
legal, or critical, discrimination. This is very largely the basis 
much “progressive” opinion. ^

It is, indeed, very difficult to discriminate, and the work 
Ken Russell is a case in point. In The Music Lovers, 1 am to j 
there is a scene in which a girl, sitting over a grating in a hosp 
yard, is brought to orgasm in her mother’s presence by htde 
deranged patients below. I believe that no overall creative PurP-ve 
could possibly justify such an “acting out” of deranged pruni 1 
phantasies, any more than a “high moral purpose” of “expos 
the Church” can justify zoom close-ups of men being burnt an ’ 
nuns having their vaginas syringed, and the breaking of a Prl 
on a frame. A very clever and subtle intellectual justification now
w n  cl t i u u i c .  1 v  w i j r  u v v u  a i m  a u t n i c  i i u v n v v i u a i  j u o i h i v m ' - —  -

offers to vindicate the indulgence in watching cruelty; this sec 
to me to be parallel to the justifications offered in the cruel 
past for indulgence in collective acts of sadism and bestiality’ 

There is a very serious difficulty, discussed by George SteineF 
over works of evident intellectual power, which arc violent a . 
pornographic. They are, in fact, morally worse than cheap a 
crude pornography, and we need to face up to this problem. The 
may be no doubt that Kubrick is a splendid film director. But g 
psychoanalyst contact tells me he thought the last film was 
malicious and militant assault on human values, while a ffj®^ 
of his—a most liberal person—thought it should be “compK^j 
banned.” There is certainly here a schism in our minds at lari? ’ 
which people must fact up to.

I have not closed my mind to the possibility that I may be m1. 
taken, as Mr. Broom suggests. On the contrary, I am trying to 6 
liberal-progressive and “free-thinking” people to think. At ,:,j 
moment reviewers and journalists trot out a number of l'n11 ,n 
bromides: “there can be no definition;” “pornography has 0^  
shown to be harmless by the Danish experiment;” “there is ' 
evidence that violence or sex on the screen is imitated” (a statcj 
ment that is totally untrue—yet no journal will publish an artid^ 
am circulating drawing attention to such evidence). To help 
change the climate, I am publishing soon a collection of essays > 
reputable thinkers called The Case Against Pornography. In th,s r 
number of people offer definitions. Roughly speaking, the g'sj „ 
the definitions seems to be that while eroticism leads towards 
deeper imaginative involvement with another person, as the obje" 
of one’s love, pornography tends to deny the validity of “t l. 
other.” It reduces people to things, and sex to a mechanical a0' 
vity, negating the personality of “the other,” and substituting 
true bodily sensuality a mental excitement of rage and venget1, 
feelings. At the extremes, a film shot which shows a man’s han 
being placed on a girl’s, in a situation in which we knew then' . . . - - - - - - - -  sciy

dsboth as people, and identified with them, could be immense 
erotic. It could, through imaginative excitement, turn us towan 
our partners with renewed excitement, leading towards that share1' 
ecstasy that belongs to meaningful love. By contrast, a film sh° 
of a woman having sexual intercourse with a pig would be porn0' 
graphic, because it debases both the act of sex, and the human 
person. Its effect would be to thrust a distaste between o u r se lf  
and our partners, and dehumanisation. There is surely no difiiculty 
here?

The contributors to my book often suggest that the actual P°r' 
trayal of sexual acts on the screen or stage is inevitably porn0' 
graphic, because the audience is at once taken into the realm oI 
participating voyeurism. This is destructive of the imagination- 
because it is an invasion of the subtle realm of creative percepti0*1’ 
in which alone true erotic love can develop.

All this should prove food for freethinkers; and to me it belong 
to a fundamental debate about the nature of man, and the vaU|‘j 
of culture. When culture becomes overwhelmed by nihilism am 
negation, I believe our attention to this destructive developmcj1. 
is urgently called for, without blind resistance to any debate at a*1,

D avid Holbrook-
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