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NOSTALGIA

| remember the cheese of my childhood,
And the bread that we cut with a knife.
When the children helped with the housework,
And the man went to work — not the wife.

The cheese never needed an icechest,
And the bread was so crusty and hot.

The children were seldom unhappy,
And the wife was content with her lot.

1 remember the milk from the billy,

With the yummy rich cream on the top.
Our dinner came hot from the oven

And not from the fridge in a shop.

The kids were a lot more contented,
They didn't need money for ‘kicks’.
Just a game with their mates in the paddock,
And sometimes the Saturday ‘flicks’.

I remember the shop on the corner,
Where a pen-orth of lollies was sold.

Do you think I'm a bit too nostalgic?
Orisit.... I'm just getting old?

I remember when the loo was a dunny,
And the pan man came in the night.

It wasn't the least bit funny,
Going out the back with no light.

The interesting items we perused,
From the newspapers cut into squares,

And hung from a peg in the outhouse —
It took little then to keep us amused.

The clothes were boiled in the copper,
With plenty of rich foamy suds,
But the ironing seemed never-ending,
As Mum pressed everyone’s ‘duds’.

| remember the slap on the backside,
And the taste of soap if | swore.

Anorexia and diets weren't heard of,
And we hadn’t much choice what we wore.

Do you think that bruised our ego?
Or our initiative was quite destroyed?

We ate what was put on the table,
And I think our life was better enjoyed.

(Author unknown)

1 S 0 b4
Spreads the Word

by Neil McDonald

ISTENED to Perry Como singing And | love you so.
Why use the little two-letter tail-light “so”?

Why does one of the bits of the Bible 1 still remember
include an insignificant-looking little word — “God ‘so’
loved the world”? Wasn't it enough just to love the
world?

Why is it “so” good to know you?

“So” is not a Simple Simon in the dictionary. “So” adds
flavour as tasty as salt dancing on fish and chips — not
noticed until it is missing.

Tell the love of your life she is beautiful and watch her
eves light up. But add an endearing halo of “so beautiful”
and be dazzled by extra special sparkle!

My mother used to tell of the loveliest girl in the rural
village. She married the roughest, plainest yokel.
Neighbours whispered, “She should have done much
better!” But the young bride defended her choice. “He is
kind and courteous and, most important, none of the
other lads had the courage to propose, so | accepted
him.” The lucky young man declared his love with flowers
— “so pretty and just for you”.

No other word multiplies meaning as much as “so”.
“| see you so rarely!” “Travelling makes me so tired!”

Dodge the arrows of threats and sarcasm: “You are so
lazy, so stupid, so slovenly, an unreliable ‘so-and-so’.

“So” can be a perfect balance, or it can tip the scales to
make a sentence smile.

“As ye sow, so shall ye reap.” Omit ‘so’ and meaning
becomes murky. So sweet, so short to ride a farewell
wave with a good stretch — “So long!”
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ARE AUSTRALIANS LOSING
THE TASTE FOR FREEDOM?

HERE are worrying signs that,

under sustained media assault in
favour of “politically correct”
ideology and wracked by a dwindling
standard of living, Australians are
ceasing even to care about defending
the principle of intellectual freedom.
It seems that the dissident individual
is an endangered species.
The following letter was sent to The
Australian 14th June but not
published.

The Editor,
Dear Sir,

Australians seem to be losing the taste
for freedom, and this is worrying,
because it is the first symptom of a
society sliding into servility beneath
despotism.

What are the reasons for this betrayal of
the courage of our ancestors from as far
back as Wyckcliffe and Bunyan?

Perhaps the monstrous growth of a
global network of financial systems,
trading patterns and communications
links have seduced men and women
into believing that they are mere pawns
or peasants in a world of super-rich
barons - so that all principled struggle is
useless.

Perhaps the gradual erosion of the
dogmatic Semitic religions has also
played a part in unsettling people and
depriving them of the inner strength to
resist. We live in “a time of ruining”, as
Ursula Le Guin put it in her Earthsea
quartet; but such phases of “the breaking
of nations” are also times of great
opportunity for new creative work.

Perhaps the fast tempo of modern life is
another factor in weakening the morale
of those who should be intellectual
leaders; and perhaps the desperate
struggle faced even by the middle
classes to keep financial collapse at bay
deprives them of time and energy

These thoughts are prompted by the
latest diatribe (Racist waves for Net
surfers” The Australian, 12-13/6) by
Phillip Adams against the follies and

imagined sins of members of the much
stigmatised “extreme right’.

For how else than by the existence of a
public atmosphere caused by a general
decline of the will to defend dissident
thought and risk damage to
respectability can one explain the
reckless injustice whereby Adams dares
claim that defenders of Dr. Fredrick
Toben are “marketing” his arrest by
German authorities because he dared to
challenge a particular orthodoxy?
Perhaps Graeme Campbell and Denis
McCormack have been no more than
correct in urging Adams, as a member of
the Free Speech Committee, to defend
Dr. Toben on principle. For (Adams
should realise) just deploring racial
vilification legislation while in the same
paragraph dealing out massive
vilification of others is not the way to
preserve our cherished intellectual
liberty.

Not only was that letter not published,
but nor was any other rebuttal of this
latest example of pettiness by Phillip
Adams. My next example relates to the
Melbourne daily, The Age edited by
the Zionist Jew, Michael Gawenda. On
5th June he published yet another plea
by one of his synagogue in favour of
racial vilification legislation. | at once
sent an article-in-reply, but The Age
declined to publish it, or any other
rebuttal. In earlier years the
newspaper would undoubtedly have
included at least one article against
such a proposal. My article-in-reply
follows.

THE NEED FOR INTELLECTUAL
FREEDOM IS PARAMOUNT

Racial vilification laws are dangerous

A peculiar feature of the modern world
is that, while there is intense pressure
from many quarters to allow the
maximum liberty of speech for almost
every sexual creed imaginable, there is
equally strong lobbying from many
other sources to inhibit the discussion
of a variety of racial topics to an extent
that is beyond what is reasonable and
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justified by facts.

The arrival in Australia of a handful of
representatives of the well and truly
discredited Klu Klux Klan, together
with the exaggerated publicity
accorded to them, has prompted
Danny Ben-Moshe (The Age, 5/6) to
call for the criminalising of “incitement
to racial hatred” and the outlawing of
“racism” on the internet.

The difficulty is - and experience of
what is happening in many countries
around the world shows this - that
there is widespread disagreement over
the meaning of terms such as “racism”,
“racial hatred”, “extremist”, “racial
vilification” and even “white
supremacism”,

Not only is there such disagreement
(rendering the terms fatally vague and
ambiguous), but there is also a
resultant disagreement over what
kinds of racial belief, racial discussion

and racial politics are acceptable and
what are not,

The further result, and this is very
worrying indeed, is that laws may be
formulated and enacted which contain
a too narrow interpretation of what is
permissible, so that you then end up
with the persecution of men of genuine
intellectual stature and integrity such
as Robert Faurisson in France, John
Tyndall in Britain, Ernst Zundel in
Canada, Jurgen Graf in Switzerland,
Gunther Dechert and Germar Rudolf in
Germany.

More recently, of course, there has
been the infliction of comparable
injustice on Australian intellectual, Dr.
Fredrick Toben, who languishes in a
German jail because he expressed
views on matters of German history
involving racial issues - which may not
even be expressed lawfully in that
currently benighted nation - no matter
that he expressed these views in

Australia (where they are not legally
prohibited).

Mr. Ben-Moshe endevours to defend












Society and Literature
in Britain
Between the Wars

by Roger Hughes

SOCIETY is mirrored by the

literature of the times and this
is exemplified by the literature
produced by British writers in the
period between the first and the
second world wars.

In the 1930s, for example, there arose
a new generation of writers who
reacted to such events as
unemployment, the economic crisis,
nascent fascism and approaching
war. Nevertheless the previous
decade’s reaction to the exhaustion
of old Europe did not neatly finish in
that decade and still had some
influence in the thirties. Furthermore
the light-hearted tone of those books
dealing with the upper classes as
compared to the more sombre tone
of the books dealing with working-
class people points to a dichotomy
based on class sympathies as much
as whether the book was written in
the 1920s or the 1930s.

Two themes may be detected in
literature of, or depicting, the 1920s.
One is of hedonism and escapism as
young people react against the
austerity of the war years. The other
theme is that of disillusionment with
the war and those who organised it.

The twenties have been described as
an age of escapism, following the
sombre years of the Great War; there
appears to have been an upheaval in
morals and manners. The
permissiveness of the younger set
replaced society's old taboos. This
permissiveness included a more
liberalised attitude toward sex. Both
pre-marital and non-coital sex
became more common, and in some
circles, there was growing emphasis
on the sexual enjoyment by women.

Although actually published in 1930,
Evelyn Waugh's Vile Bodies reflects
the gaiety and escapism of the bright
young people of the 1920s. [t was the
first of Waugh's books to be a
popular success and he describes
himself as a member on the fringe

rather than the centre of the group of
anarchic and short-lived young
people. For most of the book the
characters do just about everything
but take life seriously. There is a lot
of partying, drinking, and even
indulgence in movie-making. The
relationships depicted appear,
however, to be very superficial and
are exemplified in an episode when
the main character sells his interest
in his fiancée to a competing suitor.
Towards the end of the book a
degree of foreboding develops when
war is declared and the sounds of
battle begin to return. This
transition from gaiety to bitterness in
the novel may have been the result of
disturbances in Waugh's personal
life.

The books which reflected the
disillusionment with the Great War
seem mainly to have been published
towards the end of the 1920s. An
example would be three books
written by Siegfried Sassoon. The
first was Memoirs of a Fox-hunting
Man which came out in 1928. This
deals with his life before the war.
The second book, Memoirs of an
Infantry Officer, came out in 1930 and
the third, Sherston’s Progress, came
out in 1936. The following year all
three appeared in one volume as The
Complete Memoirs of George Sherston.

The trilogy is a fictionalised account
of Sassoon’s life before and during
the Great War. In particular he
shows how he changed from a newly-
gazetted young officer, merely
concerned with being passably
efficient, to a survivor of nine months
in the trenches who is beginning to
question why people were dying
under soul-destroying conditions.
Although he actually comes out
openly against the war, he is accused
of little more than shell-shock and
returns to active service.

There were numbers of other writers
who were embittered and
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disillusioned by the war. In the same
year that Sassoon’s first novel was
published, Edmund Blunden’s
Undertones of War appeared. This
book, like many of the genre,
concentrated on the experiences of
the individual soldiers rather than
the general context of the war. It
seems to have concentrated on the
growing bitterness and the
conviction amongst the troops that
the civilian population knew nothing
of their conditions.

Other books followed, including
Robert Grave's Goodbye to All That,
Richard Aldington’s Death of a Hero,
and the German, Eric Aaria
Remarque’s All Quiet on the Western
Front. This last book showed the
experience of the war from the view
of German soldiers and gave the
impression that soldiers on both
sides had similar experiences and
similar reactions. Aldington's novel
is said to have been an indictment of
the late Victorian generation who
light-heartedly sent their sons to die.
It draws a contrast between those
who stayed safely at home and those
who fought on the front for a cause
they no longer believed in.

The big year for books of this type
seems to have been 1929, after which
the numbers of such books declined.
Although the writers varied in style,
many followed the theme established
earlier by the war poets; doomed
youth led blindly to the slaughter by
cruel age. Many would no doubt
agree with Douglas Goldring who
wrote, “My generation was betrayed,
swindled, exploited and decimated
by its elders in 1914."

Some writers showed disillusionment
with the war and the society which
produced it, not just by their books
but by physically removing
themselves from that society. Quite
a number of writers, including Robert
Graves, Aldous Huxley and Somerset
Maugham left Britain, often
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commenting with disdain about the
society they left behind.

In the 1930s writers became
increasingly concerned with
problems such as unemployment,
fascism and approaching war. It is
understandable that the economic
crisis should emerge in the work of
many writers as a large percentage of
Britain’s workers found themselves
unemployed. Not that there had
been no problem in the previous
decade. At no time from 1922 to 1929
had the unemployment rate fallen
below 10% of insured workers. By
1932 nearly one in four insured
workers was out of a job and in some
areas the figure was as high as 70%.

Fascism as it emerged in the 1930s
occupied certain writers although it
has been claimed that the average
Englishman was complaisant to
fascism and actually approved of
what Hitler and Mussolini were
doing. Nevertheless in Britain
Oswald Moseley’s British Union of
Fascists failed to attract more than
40,000 members.

George Orwells’ The Road to Wigan
Pier which was published in 1937 is
concerned with unemployment,
fascism and the conditions of the
poorer working-class. The first part
of the book deals with an urban ride
through the coal-mining areas of
Lancashire and Yorkshire where he
meets working-class people and
learns of their working and living
conditions. Although repelled by
some of the conditions he finds,
Orwell is very sympathetic to the
problems of the people he meets,
even to the point of idealising some
of the workers, particularly miners.
The second part of the book is more
of an essay format in which he dwells
on a number of subjects including the
English class system, his own class
snobbery as a young person, fascism
and socialism. Although sympathetic
to socialism he appears to dislike
many socialists, such as the “sandal
wearers and bearded fruit-juice
drinkers”. Orwell's book displays a
seriousness and what would now be
called a social conscience. He was
not of course the only writer to show

a concern for working people.

Walter Greenwood's Love on the Dole
appeared four years earlier than
Orwell’s book. It deals almost
entirely with working-class people
and as the title suggests, it is

concerned with the problem of
unemployment. Greenwood, like
Orwell, is sympathetic to working
people and we get valuable insights
from the book regarding their values,
attitudes and the problems they face.
An example of the values which
differentiate this class from the
others is shown when young Harry
Hardcastle leaves a clean white-collar
job to join his peers who have taken
apprenticeships. With the exception
of one character, Larry Meath, the
people as depicted are not
particularly inclined to activism let
alone radicalism. They appear to feel
impotent in controlling their fate.
This feeling is summed up by the
elder Harry Hardcastle when he says
life is “one long succession of dreary,
monotonous years, toiling-moiling,
with a pauper or near-pauper
funeral”.

Greenwood’s book is said to be the
first novel set against a background
of chronic unemployment. Its
depiction of the hopelessness of the
unemployed, the way they are
exploited and often bullied and its
descriptions of their impoverished
way of life justify its description as a
“cry of outrage that did as much in
its way as the Yarrow march to stir
the national conscience”.

Greenwood's sympathies were no
doubt influenced by his own working-
class background and a family
tradition of political radicalism and
active trade unionism. It appears
that he was unemployed for some
time and so knew what it was like to
live under the shadow of the dole and
be denied the realisation of the
natural desires and hopes of youth.

The book itself was given an
enthusiastic reception by the middle
classes despite its working-class
sympathies and polemic nature. The
reasons for the book’s success have
been put down to the literary skills of
its author, his selection of material
and the viewpoint he adopted. The
book was very popular at the time it
was published and a number of
impressions came out within the first
year. There were a number of foreign
editions in various languages.
Reviews were favourable and it was
described as impressive and moving.
A play based on the novel was very
successful but when a movie version
was suggested, it was considered too
provocative.

Heritage - Vol. 23 No. 90 1999 - Page 9

Unfortunately

while the book and the play reached
a wide middle-class audience, it
appears neither reached most of the
working class. Most of the working-
class characters in the novel
refrained from radicalism and
political activism. The one notable
exception, Larry Meath, is
nevertheless a gentle, thinking
person and not the sort to threaten
middle-class readers. Furthermore,
the values of many of the characters,
and in particular the Hardcastle
family, would be similar to middle-
class values. This, in addition to the
depiction of their social and
psychological distress would help to
win middle-class sympathies. By
opening middle-class eyes to the
problems of working-class people,
and by doing so in a non-threatening
manner, Greenwood produced one of
the more important sociological
novels of his time.

There is a temptation to compare
Greenwood’s book with Orwell’'s The
Road to Wigan Pier. The most
obvious difference is that
Greenwood’s book is a novel whilst
Orwell’s is non-fiction. There are
other differences, some of which
probably came about from the fact
that Orwell came from a middle-class
background with little experience of
the industrial areas of the North.
Whereas Greenwood shows
sympathy for the psychological
impact of poverty and
unemployment, Orwell dwells on the
physical environment, the housing
and the food the workers eat. Thus
Orwell writes in detail of housing
without baths or hot water outlets
and caravans only fourteen feet long
but a home for seven people. He also
notes that he was almost always
treated with courtesy when he
inspected working people’'s homes
but admits he would unlikely act that
way if someone wanted to inspect his
home. He goes in for detail, even to
the point of listing the ‘stoppages’
from a miner’'s wages and weekly
payments from the Unemployment
Assistance Board. Orwell’s work also
differs from Greenwood's by the way
he widens his discussion to take in
the English class system and other
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matters such as socialism and
fascism.

Another book which came out in the
1930s appears at first an escapist
murder story but which can also be
seen to have some social ideals and
concern for the poorer classes. This
is Graham Greene's A Gun for Sale
which appeared in 1936. The central
character, Raven, carries out a
contract to murder a politician but
afterwards finds out he has been
cheated in two ways. Firstly, he has
been paid in stolen money and this
appears to be an attempt by his
‘client’ to have him caught by the
authorities. Secondly, he finds out
that his victim is a socialist with
sympathies for the less well off, in
other words, people from a poor
background like Raven himself. It
also appears that the murder could
lead to war which would benefit
Raven’s wealthy client, Sir Marcus.
When Sir Marcus is finally killed, he is
a character who elicits no sympathy.
The hare-lipped Raven, on the other
hand, attracts some degree of
pathos.

Thus, on one hand Greene’s book is a
fairly straight-forward murder story
with an underlying theme based on
the exploitation of the poor by the
greedy and scheming rich. Another
social insight is given in the main
female character, Anne, who appears
a stereotype for the emancipated
woman who is said to have appeared
in the period between the wars. She
appears a much more level-headed
type than the slightly scatty females
in Waugh’s Vile Bodies. A similarity
with Waugh’s novel however is the
sense of foreboding in the
background about a future war.

Another novel which appeared in
1936 was Anthony Powell’s Agents
and Patients. This light-hearted story
deals with the young Blore-Smith
who is led away from a very dull life
by Maltravers, the film man, and
Chipchase, a psychoanalyst. They
travel to Paris and Berlin and meet
many interesting, even eccentric
people. This is largely at the expense
of Blore-Smith who, towards the end
of the story, claims his friends have
sponged on him. Although the book
came out in the 1930s there does not
appear any concern for the problems
of that decade. There is mention of
Nazis but the book does not dwell on
fascism or the possibility of war. It
appears to have a gay and escapist

tone, much more like Waugh's book
than those of Orwell or Greenwood.

The attitudes to fascism, as shown by
the books of the time, varied a great
deal. Attitudes within the British
community also varied widely.
Refugees from Nazism aroused a
cautious sympathy but on the other
hand there was some admiration for
the Nazis themselves. The
prophetically-named Unity Valkyrie
Mitford, for instance, was an ardent
admirer of Moseley and Mussolini,
and actually travelled to Germany to
meet Hitler. Meanwhile, many of
leftist persuasion joined the
International Brigade to fight against
the fascists in Spain.

In contrast to the success of the
extreme right in ltaly and Germany,
Oswald Moseley’s British Union of
Fascists failed to attract significant
support. It reached its zenith in 1934
and dwindled afterwards.

The mass unemployment which
concerned Orwell and Greenwood
continued to be a problem. The
number of unemployed reached a
peak of 3,000,000 in 1933, but was
down to 1,700,000 in 1937 and stayed
at about that level until 1939,

The 1930s unfortunately was to end
with the most cataclysmic event of
the century and one that had been
hinted at by writers such as Waugh
and Greene. In 1938 Nazi Germany
annexed Austria and, following the
Munich Agreement, part of
Czechoslovakia was also taken over.
This did not satisfy the Germans who
took the rest of Czechoslovakia the
following year. Britain had already
begun to re-arm its forces but was
well behind in its proposed
programmes. Nevertheless, in 1939
military conscription was introduced.
Meanwhile the Germans were putting
pressure on Poland and on 1st
September German forces crossed
into Poland. On 3rd September the
British Prime Minister, Neville
Chamberlain, told the British people
that the nation was at war.

in summary then, it can be seen that
the decade of the 1920s was
characterised by a sense of
permissiveness and escapism,
especially among the young and
wealthy. For some, however, the
influence of the Great War prevailed
and they were overcome with a sense
of disillusion and betrayal. In the
literature of the decade we can see
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two
themes,

escapism as in Waugh'’s Vile Bodies
and the Great War as in Sassoon’s
Memoirs of an Infantry Officer.

The decade of the 1930s was marked
by various problems such as the
economic crisis, mass
unemployment, fascism and
approaching war. These affected the
writers of the time and thus we see a
concern and commitment as
exemplified by the books by Orwell
and Greenwood. Nevertheless
economic problems appear not to
have had the same dire effects on the
better-off as it did on the working
classes. Thus we see in Powell’s
Agents and Patients much of the
escapism associated with the
previous decade. It can be seen then
that literature of the inter-war period
not only reflected the mood and the
social problems of the times but also

reflected the writers’ class
sympathies.
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disheartened and abashed to do anything
about it all.

The only reason why | have mentioned
Germany is this: that in the present
conflict we have before us, in a visible
and physical form which we cannot
possibly overlook, the final consequences
of a quarrel about dogma. A quarrel of
that kind can go on for a very long time
beneath the surface, and we can ignore it
so long as disagreement about dogma is
not translated into physical terms. While
there is a superficial consensus of opinion
about the ethics of behaviour, we can
easily persuade ourselves that the
underlying dogma is immaterial. We can,
as we cheerfully say, “agree to differ”.
“Never mind about theology,” we observe
in kindly tones, “if we just go on being
brotherly to one another it doesn’t matter
what we believe about God.” We are so
accustomed to this idea that we are not
perturbed by the man who demands: “If |
do not believe in the fatherhood of God,
why should I believe in the brotherhood
of man?" That, we think, is an interesting
point of view, but it is only talk — a
subject for quiet after-dinner discussion.
But if the man goes on to translate his
point of view into action, then, to our
horror and surprise, the foundations of
society are violently shaken, the crust of
morality that looked so solid splits apart,
and we see that it was only a thin bridge
over an abyss in which two dogmas,
incompatible as fire and water, are
seething explosively together.

Now in this assembly | may take it for
granted that we are generally agreed as to
what is good and what is evil. However
little we may have lived up to our beliefs, |
take it that we are ready, if challenged, to
cry, like the paladins in the Song of
Roland:

Patiens unt tort e Chrestiens unt dreit

(Pagans are wrong; Christians are in the
right.)

The thing | am here to say to you is this:
that it is worse than useless of Christians
to talk about the importance of Christian
morality, unless they are prepared to take

, their stand upon the
fundamentals of
Christian theology. It
is a lie to say that

W

a4t dogma does not
vt matter; it matters
a2 enormously.

It is hopeless to offer
Christianity as a
vaguely idealistic
aspiration of a simple

and consoling kind; it is, on the contrary,
a hard, tough, exacting and complex
doctrine, steeped in a drastic and
uncompromising realism. And it is fatal
to imagine that everybody knows quite
well what Christianity is and needs only a
little encouragement to practise it. The
brutal fact is that in this Christian country
not one person in a hundred has the
faintest notion what the Church teaches
about God or man or society or the
person of Jesus Christ. If you think | am
exaggerating, ask the Army chaplains.
Apart from a possible one per cent of
intelligent and instructed Christians,

It is fatal to let people suppose
that Christianity is only a mode
of feeling; it is vitally necessary
to insist that it is first and
foremost a rational explanation
of the universe.

there are three kinds of people we have to
deal with. There are the frank and open
heathen, whose notions of Christianity
are a dreadful jumble of rags and tags of
Bible anecdote and clotted mythological
nonsense. There are the ignorant
Christians, who combine a mild gentle-
Jesus sentimentality with vaguely
humanistic ethics — most of these are
Arian (or possibly Adoptionists in that
they do not formulate their theories with
any great precision). Finally, there are
the more or less instructed church-goers,
who know all the arguments about
divorce and auricular confession and
communion in two kinds, but are about as
well equipped to do battle on
fundamentals against a Marxian atheist or
a Wellsian agnostic as a boy with a pea-
shooter facing a fan-fire of machine-guns.
Theologically, this country is at present in
a state of utter chaos, established in the
name of religious toleration, and rapidly
degenerating into the flight from reason
and the death of hope. We are not happy
in this condition and there are signs of a
very great eagerness, especially among
the younger people, to find a creed to
which they can give whole-hearted
adherence.

This is the Church’s opportunity, if she
chooses to take it. So far as the people's
readiness to listen goes, she has not been
in so strong a position for at least two
centuries. The rival philosophies of
humanism, enlightened self-interest, and
mechanical progress have broken down
badly; the antagonism of science has
proved to be far more apparent than reat.
and the happy-go-lucky doctrine of
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laissez-faire is completely discredited.
But no good whatever will be done by a
retreat into personal piety or by mere
exhortation to a “recall to prayer”. The
thing that is in danger is the whole
structure of society, and it is necessary to
persuade thinking men and women of the
vital and intimate connection between the
structure of society and the theological
doctrines of Christianity.

The task is not made easier by the
obstinate refusal of a great body of
nominal Christians, both lay and clerical,
to face the theological question. “Take
away theology and give us some nice
religion” has been a popular slogan for so
long that we are apt to accept it, without
inquiring whether religion without
theology has any meaning. And however
unpopular | may make myself | shall and
will affirm that the reason why the
Churches are discredited to-day is not
that they are too bigoted about theology,
but that they have run away from
theology. The Church of Rome alone has
retained her prestige because she puts
theology in the foreground of her
teaching. Some of us may perhaps think
it a rather unimaginative and confined
theology; but that is not the point. The
point is that the Church of Rome is a
theological society, in a sense in which
the Church of England, taken as a whole,
is not, and that because of this insistence
on theology, she is a body disciplined,
honoured and sociologically important.

I should like to do two things this
afternoon. First, to point out that if we
really want a Christian society we much
teach Christianity, and that it is
absolutely impossible to teach
Christianity without teaching Christian
dogma. Secondly, to put before you a list
of half a dozen or so main doctrinal
points which the world most especially
needs to have drummed into its ears at
this moment — doctrines forgotten or
misinterpreted, but which (if they are
true as the Church maintains them to be)
are corner-stones in that rational

structure of human society which is the
alternative to world-chaos.

I will begin with this matter of the
inevitability of dogma, if Christianity is to
be anything more than a little mild
wishful-thinking about ethical behaviour.

Writing the other day in The Spectator, Dr.
Selbie, former Principal of Mansfield
College, discussed the subject of “The
Army and the Churches”. In the course of
this article there occurs a passage that
exposes the root-cause of the failure of
the churches to influence the life of the
common people:
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“...the rise of the new dogmatism,
whether in its Calvinist or Thomist form,
constitutes a fresh and serious threat to
Christian unity. The tragedy is that all
this, however interesting to theologians, is
hopelessly irrelevant to the life and thought
of the average man, who is more puzzled
than ever by the disunion of the
Churches, and by the theological and
ecclesiastical differences on which it is
based.”

Now | am perfectly ready to agree that
disputes between the Churches
constitute a menace to Christendom. And
| will admit that | am not quite sure what
is meant by “the new dogmatism”; it
might, | suppose, mean the appearance of
new dogmas among the followers of St.
Thomas and Calvin respectively. But |
rather fancy it means, a fresh attention to,
and re-assertion of, old dogma, and that
when Dr. Selbie says that “all this" is
irrelevant to the life and thought of the
average man, he is deliberately saying
that Christian dogma, as such, is
irrelevant.

But if Christian dogma is
irrelevant to life, to what, in
Heaven’s name is it relevant? —
since religious dogma is in fact
nothing but a statement of
doctrine concerning the nature of
life and the universe.

If Christian ministers really believe it is
only an intellectual game for theologians
and has no bearing upon human life, it is
no wonder that their congregations are
ignorant, bored and bewildered. And
indeed, in the very next paragraph, Dr.
Selbie recognises the relation of Christian
dogma to life:

“... peace can only come about through a
practical application of Christian
principles and values. But this must have
behind it something more than a reaction
against that Pagan Humanism which has
now been found wanting.”

The “something else” is dogma, and
cannot be anything else, for between
Humanism and Christianity and between
Paganism and Theism there is no
distinction whatever except a distinction
of dogma. That you cannot have
Christian principles without Christ is
becoming increasingly clear, because
their validity as principles depends on
Christ's authority; and as we have seen,
the Totalitarian States, having ceased to
believe in Christ’s authority. are logically

quite justified in repudiating Christian
principles. If “the average man” is
required to “believe in Christ” and accept
His authority for “Christian principles”, it
is surely relevant to inquire who or what
Christ is, and why His authority should be
accepted. But the question, “What think
ye of Christ?" lands the average man at
once in the very knottiest kind of
dogmatic riddle. It is quite useless to say
that it doesn’t matter particularly who or
what Christ was or by what authority He
did those things, and that even if He was
only a man, He was a very nice man and
we ought to live by His principles: for
that is merely Humanism, and if the
“average man” in Germany chooses to
think that Hitler is a nicer sort of man
with still more attractive principles, the
Christian Humanist has no answer to
make.

It is not true at all that dogma is
“hopelessly irrelevant” to the life and
thought of the average man. What is true
is that ministers of the Christian religion
often assert that it is, present it for
consideration as though it were, and, in
fact, by their faulty exposition of it make
it so.

The central dogma of
the Incarnation is that
by which relevance
stands or falls.

If Christ was only man, then He is entirely
irrelevant to any thought about God,; if He
is only God, then He is entirely irrelevant
to any experience of human life. lt is, in
the strictest sense, necessary to the
salvation of relevance that a man should
believe rightly the Incarnation of Our
Lord Jesus Christ. Unless he believes
rightly, there is not the faintest reason
why he should believe at all. And in that
case, it is wholly irrelevant to chatter
about “Christian principles”.

If the “average man” is going to be
interested in Christ at all, it is the dogma
that will provide the interest. The trouble
is that, in nine cases out of ten, he has
never been offered the dogma. What he
has been offered is a set of technical
theological terms which nobody has
taken the trouble to translate into
language relevant to ordinary life.

“... Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is God
and man.” What does this suggest, except
that God the Creator (the irritable old
gentleman with the beard) in some
mysterious manner fathered upon the
Virgin Mary something amphibious,
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neither one thing nor t'other, like a
merman? And, like human sons, wholly
distinct from and (with some excuse)
probably antagonistic to the father? And
what, in any case, has this remarkable
hybrid to do with John Brown or Tommy
Atkins? This attitude of mind is that
called by theologians Nestorianism, or
perhaps a debased form of Arianism. But
we really cannot just give it a technical
label and brush it aside as something
irrelevant to the thought of the average
man. The average man produced it. lt is,
in fact, an immediate and unsophisticated
expression of the thought of the average
man. And at the risk of plunging him into
the abominable heresy of the
Patripassians or the Theo-Paschites, we
must unite with Athanasius to assure
Tommy Atkins that the God who lived and
died in the world was the same God Who
made the world, and that, therefore, God
Himself has the best possible reasons for
understanding and sympathising with
Tommy’s personal troubles.

“But,” Tommy Atkins and John Brown will
instantly object, “it can’t have mattered
very much to Him if He was God. A god
can't really suffer like you and me.
Besides, the parson says we are to try and
be like Christ; but that's all nonsense —
we can't be God, and it’s silly to ask us to
try.” This able exposition of the
Eutychian heresy can scarcely be
dismissed as merely “interesting to
theologians™; it appears to interest Atkins
and Brown to the point of irritation.
Willy-nilly, we are forced to involve
ourselves further in dogmatic theology
and insist that Christ is “perfect God and
perfect man.”

At this point, language will trip us up.
The average man is not to be restrained
from thinking that “perfect God” implies a
comparison with gods less perfect, and
that “perfect man” means “the best kind
of man you can possibly have™. While
both these propositions are quite true.
they are not precisely what we want to
convey. It will perhaps be better to say.
“altogether God and altogether man™ —
God and man at the same time, in every
respect and
completely; God from
eternity to eternity
and from the womb to
the grave, a man also
from the womb to the
grave and now.

“That,” replies Tommy
Atkins, “is all very
well, but it leaves me
cold. Because, if He
was God all the time
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He must have known that His sufferings
and death and so on wouldn't last, and He
could have stopped them by a miracle if
He had liked, so His pretending to be an
ordinary man was nothing but play-
acting”. And John Brown adds, “You can't
call a person ‘altogether man’ if He was
God and didn't want to do anything
wrong. It was easy enough for Him to be
good, but it's not at all the same thing for
me. How about all that temptation-stuff?
Play-acting again. It doesn't help me to
live what you call a Christian life.”

John and Tommy are now on the way to
become convinced Apollinarians, a fact
which, however “interesting to
theologians”, has a distinct relevance also
to the lives of those average men, since
they propose, on the strength of it, to
dismiss “Christian principles” as
impracticable. There is no help for it. We
must insist upon Christ’s possession of “a
reasonable soul” as well as “human flesh”;
we must admit the human limitations of
knowledge and intellect; we must take a
hint from Christ Himself and suggest that
miracles belong to the Son of Man as well
as to the Son of God; we must postulate a
human will liable to temptation; and we
must be quite firm about “Equal to the
Father as touching His Godhead and
inferior to the Father as touching His
manhood.” Complicated as the theology
is, the average man has walked straight
into the heart of the Athanasian Creed,
and we are bound to follow.

Teachers and preachers never, | think,
make it sufficiently clear that dogmas are
not a set of arbitrary regulations invented
a priori by a committee of theologians
enjoying a bout of all-in dialectical
wrestling. Most of them were hammered
out under pressure of urgent practical
necessity to provide an answer to heresy.
And heresy is, as | have tried to show,
largely the expression of opinion of the
untutored average man, trying to grapple
with the problems of the universe at the
point where they begin to interfere with
his daily life and thought. To me, engaged
in my diabolical occupation of going to
and fro in the world and walking up and
down in it,
conversations and
correspondence bring
daily a magnificent
crop of all the standard
heresies. As practical
examples of the “life
and thought of the
average man” | am
extremely well familiar
with them, though I
had to hunt through

the Encyclopadia to fit them with their
proper theological titles for the purposes
of this address. For the answers | need
not go so far: they are compendiously set
forth in the creeds. But an interesting
fact is this: that nine out of ten of my
heretics are exceedingly surprised to
discover that the creeds contain any
statements that bear a practical and
comprehensible meaning. If | tell them it
is an article of faith that the same God
who made the world endured the
suffering of the world, they ask in perfect
good faith what connection there is
between that statement and the story of
Jesus. If ] draw their attention to the
dogma that the same Jesus who was the
Divine Love was also Light of Light, the
Divine Wisdom, they are surprised. Some
of them thank me very heartily for this
entirely novel and original interpretation
of Scripture, which they never heard of
before and suppose me to have invented.

to be negligible. What everybody does is
to divide the substance — with the result
that the whole Jesus-history becomes an
unmeaning anecdote of the brutality of
God to man.

Others say irritably that they
don’t like to think that wisdom
and religion have anything to do
with one another, and that I
should do much better to cut out
the wisdom and reason and
intelligence and stick to a
simple gospel of love.

But whether they are pleased or annoyed,
they are interested; and the thing that
interests them, whether or not they
suppore it is to be my invention, is the
resolute assertion of the dogma.

As regards Dr. Selbie’s complaint that
insistence on dogma only affronts people
and throws into relief the internecine
quarrels of Christendom, may | say two
things? First, | believe it to be a grave
mistake to present Christianity as
something charming and popular with no
offence in it. Seeing that Christ went
about the world giving the most violent
offence to all kinds of people it would
seem absurd to expect that the doctrine
of His Person can be so presented as to
offend nobody. We cannot blink the fact
that gentle Jesus meek and mild was so
stiff in His opinions and so inflammatory
in His language that He was thrown out of
Church, stoned, hunted from place to
place and finally gibbeted as a firebrand
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and a public danger. Whatever His peace
was, it was not the peace of an amiable
indifference; and He said in so many
words that what He brought with Him was
fire and sword. That being so, nobody
need be too much surprised or
disconcerted at finding that a determined
preaching of Christian dogma may
sometimes result in a few angry letters of
protest or a difference of opinion on the
Parish Council.

The other thing is this: that | find by
experience there is a very large measure
of agreement among Christian
denominations on all doctrine that is
really cecumenical. A rigidly Catholic
interpretation of the Creeds, for example
— including the Athanasian Creed — will
find support both in Rome and in Geneva.
Objections will come chiefly from the
heathen, and from a noisy but not very
representative bunch of heretical parsons
who once in their youth read Robertson
or Conybeare and have never got over it.
But what is urgently necessary is that
certain fundamentals should be restated
in terms that make their meaning — and
indeed, the mere fact that they have a
meaning — clear to the ordinary
uninstructed heathen to whom technical
theological language has become a dead
letter.

May I now mention some of the dogmas
concerning which ! find there is most
ignorance and misunderstanding and
about which I believe the modern world
most urgently needs to be told? Out of a
very considerable number | have selected
seven as being what | may call “key-
positions”, namely, God, man, sin,
judgement, matter, work and society.
They are, of course, all closely bound
together.

Christian doctrine is not a set
of rules, but one vast interlocking
rational structure.

But there are particular aspects of these
seven subjects which seem to me to need
special emphasis at the moment.

(1) GOD: At the risk of appearing quite
insolently obvious, | shall say that if the
Church is to make any impression on the
modern mind she will have to preach
Christ and the cross.

Of late years, the Church has not
succeeded very well in preaching Christ;
she has preached Jesus, which is not
quite the same thing. | find that the
ordinary man simply does not grasp at all
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creates continually, being incarnate in the
bonds of matter.

3. SIN: This doctrine of man leads
naturally to the doctrine of sin. One of
the really surprising things about the
present bewilderment of humanity is that
the Christian Church now finds herself
called upon to proclaim the old and hated
doctrine of sin as a gospel of cheer and
encouragement. The final tendency of the
modern philosophies — hailed in their
day as a release from the burden of
sinfulness — has been to bind man hard
and fast in the chains of an iron
determinism. The influences of heredity
and environment, of glandular make-up
and the control exercised by the
unconscious, of economic necessity and
the mechanics of biological development,
have all been invoked to assure man that
he is not responsible for his misfortunes
and therefore not to be held guilty. Evil
has been represented as something
imposed upon him from without, not
made by him from within. The dreadful
conclusion follows inevitably, that as he
is not responsible for evil, he cannot alter
it; even though evolution and progress
may offer some alleviation in the future,
there is no hope for you and me, here and
now. | well remember how an aunt of
mine, brought up in an old-fashioned
liberalism, protested angrily against
having continually to call herself a
“miserable sinner” when reciting the
Litany. To-day, if we could really be
persuaded that we are miserable sinners
— that the trouble is not outside us but
inside us, and that therefore, by the grace
of God we can do something to put it

right, we should receive that message as-

the most hopeful and heartening thing
that can be imagined.

Needless to say, the whole doctrine of
“original sin” will have to be restated, in
terms which the ordinary modern man,
brought up on biology and Freudian
psychology, can understand. These
sciences have done an enormous amount
to expose the nature and mechanism of
man's inner dislocation and ought to be
powerful weapons in the hand of the
Church. It is a
thousand pities that
the Church should ever
have allowed these
weapons to be turned
against her.

4. JUDGEMENT: Much
the same thing is true
of the doctrine of
judgement. The words
‘punishment for sin’
have become so

corrupted that they ought never to be
used. But once we have established the
true doctrine of man’s nature, the true
nature of judgement becomes startlingly
clear and rational. It is the inevitable
consequence of man's attempt to regulate
life and society on a system that runs
counter to the facts of his own nature. In
the physical sphere, typhus and cholera
are a judgement on dirty living; not
because God shows an arbitrary
favouritism to nice, clean people, but
because of an essential element in the
physical structure of the universe.

In the State, the brutal denial of
freedom to the individual will
issue in a judgement of blood,
because man is so made that
oppression is more intolerable

to him than death. The avaricious
greed that prompts men to cut
down forests for the speedy

making of money brings down a

judgement of flood
and famine, because that sin
of avarice in the spiritual sphere
runs counter to the physical
law of nature.

We must not say that such behaviour is
wrong because it does not pay; but rather
that it does not pay because it is wrong.

As T. 8. Eliot says, “A wrong
attitude towards nature
implies, somewhere, a wrong
attitude towards God, and
the consequence is an
inevitable doom.

5. MATTER: At this point we shall find
ourselves compelled to lay down the
Christian doctrine concerning the
material universe; and it is here, | think,
that we shall have our best opportunity to
explain the meaning of sacramentalism.
The common man labours under a
delusion that for the Christian, matter is
evil and the body is evil. For this
misapprehension, St. Paul must bear
some blame, St. Augustine of Hippo a
good deal more, and Calvin a very great
deal. But so long as the Church continues
to teach the manhood of God and to
celebrate the sacraments of the Eucharist
and of marriage, no living man should
dare to say that matter and body are not
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sacred to her. She must insist strongly
that the whole material universe is an
expression and incarnation of the creative
energy of God, as a book or a picture is
the material expression of the creative
soul of the artist. For that reason, all
good and creative handling of the
material universe is holy and beautiful,
and all abuse of the material universe is a
crucifixion of the body of Christ. The
whole question of the right use to be
made of art, of the intellect and of the
material resources of the world is bound
up in this. Because of this, the
exploitation of man or of matter for
commercial uses stands condemned,
together with all debasement of the arts
and perversions of the intellect. 1f matter
and the physical nature of man are evil, or
if they are of no importance except as
they serve an economic system, then
there is nothing to restrain us from
abusing them as we choose — nothing
except the absolute certainty that any
such abuse will eventually come up
against the unalterable law and issue in
judgement and destruction.

In these as in all other matters
we cannot escape the law; we
have only the choice of
fulfilling it freely by the way
of grace or willyilly by the
way of judgement.

6. WORK: The unsacramental attitude of
modern society to man and matter is
probably closely connected with its
unsacramental attitude to work. The
Church is a good deal to blame for having
connived at this. From the eighteenth
century onwards, she has tended to
acquiesce in what | may call the
“industrious apprentice” view of the
matter: “Work hard and be thrifty, and
God will bless you with a contented mind
and a competence.” This is nothing but
enlightened self-interest in its most vulgar
form, and plays directly into the hands of
the monopolist and the financier.
Nothing has so deeply discredited the
Christian Church as her squalid
submission to the economic theory of
society. The burning question of the
Christian attitude to money is being so
eagerly debated nowadays that it is
scarcely necessary to do more than
remind ourselves that the present unrest,
both in Russia and in Central Europe, is
an immediate judgement upon a financial
system that has subordinated man to
economics, and that no mere









TOWARDS “ONE NATION” CONSERVATISM

by James Gibb Stuart

James Gibb Stuart says that we need a more imaginative and compassionate politics.

ONY Blair and New Labour have

effortlessly appropriated some of the
rhetoric which motivated conservatives
in the past — the creation of wealth,
encouragement of enterprise, curbing of
coercive forces such as trade union
power, budgetary constraints on public
spending, inflation targets monitored and
checked and control of interest rates
passed to the Bank of England, so that
even the most reckless speculator would
not feel inclined to ditch the pound.
Since it was all to be accompanied by a
measure of understanding and protection
for the poor and needy, a setting of
standards beneath which none would be
allowed to fall, Churchill himself could
have done no better. So, as they waited
hopefully for Tony the paragon to stub
his toe or muff his lines, what comfort
was there for the shivering shadows in
the wings, those bit-part old
conservatives who had not only lost their
clothes, but were finding that the keys to
the wardrobe were turned against them?

An answer was to be found in the wider
world, a world whose conceptions are
changing so fast that Tony’s borrowed
plumage might soon be fin de siecle (end
of a century). There is a spirit abroad
which is becoming acutely critical of
Establishment norms as we near the
third millennium — a spirit which is both
nation-based and cosmopolitan,
nationalistic yet internationally aware,
conscious of local culture and
community whilst seeking to embrace the
entire planetary environment. It owes
much of its savoir-faire, wide-reaching
research, comment and free flow of ideas
to the Internet, whereby nation can speak
to nation, and people can speak to
people, side-stepping that surreptitious
censorship imposed, to the detriment of
democracy, by both the written and the
visual media.

The new conservatives are essentially
conservationist, not eco-fanatical, but
ecologically attuned. They view the
current trend towards globalism and
finance-driven internationalism with
fierce indignation and foreboding, and
have come to realise that the creation of
wealth and extraction of Earth’s bounty
should be mainly about people —
especially indigenous peoples — not
about maximisation of profits on the
balance sheets of supranational
conglomerates. For this reason they

resist the concept of a world without
frontiers, in which big business and big
money will dominate both the working
and the social environment, making men
the slaves of excessive growth and
profitability, and stripping the planet of
its non-renewable resources, so that one
section of society might benefit
disproportionately whilst another is
condemned to debt-induced poverty and
starvation.

THE BATTLE NOW IS
TO PRESERVE OUR
CONSTITUTIONS, OUR
TRADITIONS AND OUR
WAY OF LIFE AGAINST
AN ENCROACHING
INTERNATIONALISM

The new conservative affirms that
nothing is more important than the
preservation of a sturdy sovereign state,
able under democratic safeguards to
intervene on behalf of its citizenry, and
curb the excesses of those whose illicit
gains might encourage them to feel that,
through wealth and influence alone, they
can manipulate the law.

With clear and unprejudiced eyes, the
new conservative will consign no
hostages to fortune. If he was a doughty
fighter against communist collectivism in
the past, he is no less committed against
that deregulated free market capitalism
which has turned our stock markets into
gambling casinos, and left the under-
developed world’s most fragile
economies at the mercy of speculators
who, in a flurry of electronic buttons, can
take the rouble or rupiah from a poor
man'’s pocket, and rob it of one-third of
its value.

1t signals an end to the class war and
ideologies of ‘Left’ and ‘Right’. Whatever
its imperfections, the State remains the
best and in extremity the only guarantee,
of succour for the weak against the
powerful. The free market and the
enterprise culture, the drive for growth
and profitability, are not enough. They
must be combined with a revived sense
of social responsibility, which can only
be maintained by democratically elected
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governments under the watchful eyes of
their electorates.

As we reach the end of the second
millennium, the threat to individual and
communal freedoms comes from large
publicly-owned business corporations
which, through their sponsorship of such
proposed international agreements as
the Multilateral Agreement on Investment
are currently using their financial and
industrial muscle to whittle down the
powers and constitutional safeguards of
the nation state within its own borders.

In the British context, the new
conservative has no illusions about
monetary union, the single currency or
European integration. He sees economic
control by a European Central Bank, and
political dirigisme (control by directive)
by an unelected bureaucratic
commission, as the very antithesis of
democracy, no matter how many
representatives we might send to
Brussels on inflated salary and expense
accounts, and whilst sensitive to the
needs and wealth-producing potential of
corporate industry, is outraged that the
greed factor alone should be used as an
inducement to blot out a thousand years
of history, and submerge our British
nation within a third millennium re-run of
the Holy Roman Empire.

The new conservative is as tolerant as he
is outward-looking, honouring and
respecting other people’s cultures as he
would expect them to respect his own.
But he will fight above all to preserve his
nation, and its time-honoured powers of
national decision-making. That is the
fundamental imperative which cannot be
conceded, not to globalism or one-
worldism or any illusory benefit of size or
convenience, for the very stuff of human
freedom lies in the proper exercise of
such powers.

This new conservative thinking is
essentially a “one nation” concept,
reaching out to harness that spirit of
national unity which has sustained our
island homeland through many a
desperate crisis in the past. Just such a
crisis confronts us now.

{James Gibb Stuart writes from Bridge of Weir,
Scotland. This anticle appeared in Right Now
A Magazine of politics, ideas and culture, Issue
No. 23, Aprildune 1999]
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