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PLAYING
CHICKEN

Now that the Russians have been exploding °

“nuclear devices” again, there will be renewed

interest in the thorny problem of the extent of the '
damage which the radiation from the fallout causes. -
Though scientific knowledge here is far from.

complete, it seems likely that eny radiation will,

if it comes in contact with an organism, cause some °

damage, either to its genetic material or its meta-
bolism. The latter variety seems most likely to be
cancer,

The ethical considerations involved may seem

less real, because it is not possible to point to any
child born defective or to an adult who has de-
veloped leukemia and say that their condition is
caused by radiation from the fallout from atomic
testing, There are other sources of radiation, such
as naturally occurring isotopes, and X-rays which
contribute significantly to the total amount of
radiation which the individual receives in his life-
time. All that can be said is that there will be an
increase in genetic and metabolic damage to the
population if there is an increase in radiation. In
the nature of things who is affected individually
by which type of radiation cannot be discovered.
How much increase in this damage we ought to be
prepared to put up with depends upon how useful
the radiation is o the rest of mankind,

It is tempting to be indignant about the amount
of radiation the Russians are now polluting the
atmosphere with. It is probable, however, that
the damage which their renewal of nuclear testing
has caused is far greater in the political than in the
biological sphere, even though it may be true that
the radiation has gone up 35x over parts of the
US.A. For what does it mean to say that the
radiation has increased this much? The damage
done depends not so mueli on the maximum level
of the rise but upon the time which this level
persists and the type of radiation which is produced.
Some sorts of isotopes decay quickly and though
they may for a few days cause a great increase in
the amount of radiation, they are not as dangerous
as those like Strontium-90 which decays to half its
strength in twenty-eight years. This isotope is
particularly dangerous because it may find its way
into milk.

The difficulty of measuring accurately the amount
of radiation produced by a series of explosions is
made great by the fact that much of the fallout may
remain in the upper atmosphere or be taken by
winds to areas of the world where it is not measured.
However, in 1957, it was estimated that the present
abundance of Strontium-90 on the earth’s surface
would increase by a factor of five due to the testing
which had taken place up till then. (Nuclear tests
were stopped in 1958.)  Strontium is incorporated
mto the skeleton when calcium is not present in
sufficient amounts in the diet and this amount of

~ increase in the amount of Strontium-90 could have
significant effects in places where there is a defi-
ciency of calcium.

The present series of Russian tests has probably
not done any measurable damage, but if Russia
and the US.A. decide to have a too prolonged
display of their might by lighting cracker for cracker
in their respective back yards, we will again have
to worry about fallout.

Why do Russia and the U.S.A. have to go on
testing? The U.S.A. can, she claims, destroy Russia

“After you”

five times over (although even a quintuplet victory
in a nuclear war would be Pyrrhic). One would
have thought that America’s most pressing priovity
was the development of an LC.B.M. After all,
what would happen if a rocket with a warhead
failed on the launching pad, as so many unarmed
ones do. Would the Army or Navy, in a moment
of hitherto unknown discretion, announce that
Florida was now an island?

The truth of the matter appears to be that the
Americans have begun again because the Russians
have (though, to their credit, the Americans intend
to explode their bombs underground).

The more interesting question is why the Russians
have begun again. Is it because they have a
genuine need to test their weapons? That seems
rather unlikely. No amount of development of
explosives will alter the present stalemate in the
tactical position. The primary reason for the
resumption of Russian tests is to terrorize the West
out of Berlin. Berlin has been a sore point with the
Communists since the beginning of the occupation
of Germany. The flow of refugees from East to
West was both politically and economically em-
barrassing. Though this has now stopped, the
continued presence of the Americans is just as
offensive to the Comumunists as the occupation of
half of Port Moresby by Indonesia would be if the
Indonesians already occupied West New Guinea.
Legally the Americans have every right to be there
and so the Russian tactic is to hand over control of
the city to the East German Government with which
the occupying powers of the West have no agree-

ment about rights of entry from West Germany to
West Berlin and about movement between East and
West Berlin. '

Further to this plan, Russia wishes to sign separ-
ate peace treaties with the two Germanys while the
West wishes to sign a single peace treaty with a
unified, neutral and unoccupied Germany whose
Government would be elected by free elections.
The Russian proposal on Berlin is that it should
become a free city, occupied only by the Germans
themselves.

No doubt the East Germans would liberate it
shortly after it became free in order to protect its
freedom,

The West cannot abandon Berlin, no matter how
much Khrushchev threatens. The West Berliners
have the strongest posible desire to remain part
of the West and the West, as their ally, are morally
obliged to see that they do.

All things considered, it is now time to quote
the “Manchester Guardian Weekly.”

“The cynical brutality of the Soviet resumption
of nuclear tests and of the manner in which the
decision was announced, is ominous. The direct
parallel in Soviet history is the Stalin-Hitler Pact.
Usually the Kremlin tries to present its activities in
a favourable light. On this occasion, as in 1939, it
has shown a calculated contempt for world opinion.”

But the difference is that in 1939 Russia’s “cynical
brutality” could not have led to the destruction of
civilisation. The West and Russia are still on a
collision course over Berlin; who is going to be
the chicken?
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TIMES

Tuesday, September 26th— .
Anglican Society: Bible Study Series
continued. :

Wednesday, September 2Tth—

Evangelical Unfon: 115, Lady Symon
Libgmry, Dr, E, J. Gibson. Bible
Studies (continued), “The Trumpet
of Warning.” .

Wednesday, October dth—

Evangelical Union: 1.15, Lady Symon

- Library, Dr. E. ]J. Gibson. Bible
Studies (continued), “Ploughing in
the Wild Qats.”

Wednesday, October llthf—(1

Fvangelical Union: 115, Lady-Symon
Libérary, Dr. E. J. Gibson. Bible
Studies {continued), “The Cirele of
Love.”

Wednesday, October 18th—

Leangelicil Union: 1.15, Lady Symon
Library, Dr. E. J.- Gibson, Bible
Studies (continued ), “The Consum-
mation of Love.”

Friday, September 22nd— , ’
Seventh - Day  Adventist - Students
Society: Meeting Anna Menz Room,

1.15 pm,, Pastor Judd.

Friday, October 6th—

Sepenth. Day  Adventist Studonts’
Socicty: Mecting Anna Menz Roou,
1.15 p.m., Ken Brown,

e O O e e

The - Scholarships - Section of the
Fducation Department — will: be

located on ‘the second floor o'f.the
Mathematics Building at the- Univer-

~ sity from Monday, 31st July.
The - telephone number will still

ternain that of the Education Depart-
ment, 80471, When the Education
Department switehboard answers, it
will be necessary to ask for the
Scholarships Section, where a snml‘ler
switchboard: will be locuted_: The
postal address will be the Scholar-
ships - Officer, Education Department,
Box 406C, G.P.O.,, Adelaide.

COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS

Applications are invited from cwr-
rent and intending full-time students
of the University for a number of
Scholarships to Ke provided Dby the
University and tenable at St Mark’s,
St. Ann’s, Aguinas and Lincoln Col-
leges.

The value of cach Scholarshipy will
not exceed half the College fee for
residence or £ 100, whichever is the
less.

Tenure will be subject to ammual
renewal,

The object of the Scholarships is
to enable students who could not
otherwise afford to do so, to live in
College.

To be eligible for a Schelarship,
either the candidate must have had at
least the last three years of his
secondary education alt South Aus-
tralian Schools or his parents must be
permanently resident in South Aus-
tralia.

Applieations  from candidates
already at the University may be
lodged at any time until December 31,
1061. - Applications [rom students who
intend to enrol at the University in
1062 for the first time should be
lodged not later than Januery 31,
1962.
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SEARCH FOR EFFICIENCY

The first “Ordinary” Council meeting of
the National Union of Australian University
Students was held in Melbourne from 25th

August to 28th August, This August Council -

follows as part of the re-organisation of
N.U.AUS. = As previously explained in
“On Dit,” ‘N.U.A.U.S, has re-organised its
administration and has appointed a full-time
Administrative Secretary who is in charge of
the Secretariat. The HExecutive has been
abandoned and -the ‘only Committee now
existing is a Committce whose function is
to 'supervise. the work of the Secretariat.

As part of this re-organisation, two
Councils will be held each
Council in February and the other in
August, both to be held in Melbourne.

Adelaide was represented by Gordon
Bilney, the new President of the SR.Ci
(Leader of the Delegation), Dean Carpbell,
Marian Quartly and Margaret Penny,

The meeting, which lasted four days,
was a good one, with delegates quickly
settling down and getling the business
through.

Several mujor changes were made and
many minor problemns were successfully
solved. : o :

I will confine my remarks to three of the
major changes,

{1) International and Education Portfolios.

During the last six months, the President
of N.U.A,US., Bob Wallace, has been ad-
ministering the portfolio of International,
while Kim Patterson has been the Union's
Education Officer,

The plan for the future was that the
Supervision  Committee  should manage
International Affairs and a separate person,
such as Mr. Patterson, should look after the
Education portfolio. The plan for the Inter-

ear, the Annual

by

Dean Campbell

national portfolio looked vaguely inefficient.
No li):u‘ticular person would be responsible
for this work and anyway, this work was out-
side the scope of work planned for the Super-
vision Committee. Accordingly, Gouncil de-
cided that in the: fulure, the President
would be rec%uired to take either the Inter-
national portfolio or the Education portfolio
and, .depending on his choice, the appro-
priate additional officer would be chosen.

This gives both ‘these tasks, the most
important in N.U.AU.S,; a firm foundation
on which to be built,

(2) Composition of the Supervision Com-
mittee, :

The last Council held in Armidale in
February of this year decided that the
Supervision Commiltee would consist  of
“members or former members of the Union
of not more than five years standing from
the conclusion of their last degree.” :

Adelaide disagreed with this decision,
taking the attitude that students, who are
the current members of the Union, should
comprise the Supervision Cormmittee,

Accordingly, Adelaide moved the appro-
priate change at this Council and except for
an amendment by Tasmania, Council accept-
ed Adelaide’s proposal.

The position now is that the President
must be a student member, and the three
other Supervisory Officers must be students
or recent graduates, with the proviso that
the Union may elect another person to the

I do not apologise

The three New Zealunders were met at
the Airport by the University Branch of the
Band of Hope, consisting of myself, Mr.
Badenoclr and Mr. Combe. We learned
that the plane had arrived half an hour
ahead of schedule and were thercfore
twenty-five mimntes late, but mévertheless
found the trio quite cheerfully eating Air-
port pastics, or something,.

Having told them of our plans for the
trip, we conveyed themn to St. Mark’s Col-
lege, whereupon they were shown to their
rooms.

There was a singular lack of life at
St Mark’s, “le bon vig,” and all that. In
vacation time, St. Mark’s is about as cheerful
as the Ninety-Mile Desert.

Ou opening the door of his room Mr.
Mack [Hamilton discovered a  cleaning
woman making the bed, but I didn’t hear
him say anything rude to her.

Having deposited their luggage, two of
the New Zealanders expressed o desire to
become ncquainted with the local hostelry,
while the third expressed « desire for a
haircut,

Mr. Badenoch took Mr, Hamilton and
Mr. Moore to an adjacent pub, which stands
resplendent under ti)le name of the “Queen’s
Head,” while I drove Mr, Power to the
Union Buildings, conducted him through a
short tour of them, then took him down
and introduced him to Mr, Leo Maloney,
the Larber, or, as we say in the vernacular,
the haivdresser,

T mentioned that 1 should be pleased
to wait for Mr. Power and, after }10 had
gotten his hair cut, show him more of the
University, but he replied that it was very
good of me (“No trouble in the world,” 1
protested), but he was quite happy and
would like to have a stroll round on his
own afterwards, so I left him in Mr.
Maloney’s care, with a copy of Time open
on his knee.

I am informed that the Kiwis had a quite
pleasant evening, going to the Union Hall
to sce “The Mystery of o Hansom Cub,”
then corrying on somewhere, , with some
lady friends found for them by Mr. McRae,
bless his heart, until guite late.

I had arranged to eonduct them around
the University on the following morning,
but found that they preferred instead to
spend the time working on their preparation
for the evening’s debale.

Mr, McRac informed e, in a telephone
conversation, that they were all going to
meet at the Richmond, another local ale-
house, at one o'elock, and then he would
have a vehicle there in which to conduct
the Kiwis around the city and hills for a
while, which seemed to me to be a plan
most excellent,

However, in a chance meeting in the
Refectory, I was informed that the New
Zealanders were going to spend the after-
noon on their debate, so I needn’t bother.

So- I didn't.

But lo and behold] On meeting the trio
at the Portus Room that evening at six
o’clock, what do I find but that they are
all huart and bewildered because they spent
an hour and a half at St. Mark’s waiting to
be picked up, as arranged, and the driver
didn’t comel

Most curious.

Some thought that the driver had waited
at the wrong place, others were sure he
Lhadn't even gone.
know.

Tuesday, 19th September, 1961.

1 suppose we’ll never

Anyhow, the buoffet dinner was quite
successful,” and then followed the climax
of the whole dynamic tour, the Debate,

- Tho subject was “That the Western
Democracies  should . Repudiate  their

"Alliances with Dietatorships,” and Adelaide’s

team, consisting of Messrs. Hyslop, McRae
and Finnis, took the positive side.

It seems to me obvious that the topic
is a question purely of principle. However,
the New Zealanders, consic]lerably rattled
because Adelaide refused to provide a
definition for them to rip asunder, went to
great lengths to prove that it is a practical
impossibility, which is not the question at
all—and won the debate,

It is worthy to note that, about half-way
through the debate, a convoy of nurses
entered, escorted by a solitary male, look-
ing like the cat that got the canary.

TFollowing the debate, which ~was, in-
cidentally, adjudicated by Dr. K. Thomp-
sonn (N.Z.), Mr. R, Reid, and Dr. T, Wilson
(N.Z.), a booze-np was held at the House
of Badenoch.

Supervision Committee as a “wise Coun-
sellor” if such a person is available.

Adelaide’s consideration was based on the
fact that only current students can think as
students and, anyway, we are worrying
about a National Union of Students. The
natural conclusion is that students should
administer the Union.

(8) Education.

Dr. Martin Davey, in an article in the last
edition of “On Dit” entitled “Our Problem
Groups,” mentioned the existence of the
N.U.A.U.S. Education Research Officer, Mrs.
Theohold. Unfortunately, Mrs. Theobold is
leaving for overseas next ycar and so has
resigned from the Union.  As mo suitably
qualified person has applied for the position,
Mr, Ernst  (a former Faculty Bureaux
Director ~and. a former International Vice-
President of the Union) tabled a plan for
giving projects to personnel in Education
Departments in Australia and to pay these
people to do education research tor the
Union,

I would quickly add, in case readers take
mv opening remarks on the E.R.O. as the
reason for Mr. Ernst's suggestion, that M.
Ernst (and many others) consider that the
project method would be a more efficient
method of education research for the Union,

A grant will be given for each project,
the amount of the grant to be decided in
consultation with the Head of the group
concerned. S

Therce are, of course, many other factors
to be taken into account. If any student is
interested, information can be obtained from
the S.R.C. Office.

As stated above, other subjects were dis-
cussed and debated at the Meeting. In my
opihion, the above three changes were the
major decisions made by the Council.

by Wayne Anthoney
(self-styled local N.Z. Debating

Tour Director)

The convoy of nurses was there, some
debating society members were there, a few
S.R.C.. members were there, the Kiwis were
there, a few other assorted people were
there and T was there.

The following morning the two remain-
ing members of the Band of Hope, namely,
Mr. Badenoch and myself, waved ta-ta to
the trio at the Airport and that was that.

Thanks are not due to the Debating Club
executive on the S.R.C. for assistance with
the trip. Although there had been corres-
pondence Dbetween the Debating Club
executive and the N.Z. tour director for
some weeks, nobody in this rather ncbulous
organisation, with the exception of Mr, Det-
mold, was interested in helping any way.
Nor was any member of the S.3.C., except
Miss - Quartly, Mr. Badenoch and Mr
Combe,

The result was a badly organised, 1n-
inspiring tour for which T da not apologise,

Is bigger beiter?

by Sue Godwin

What will the grand new multi-storey
building about to be commenced at Kintore
Avenue do for the Adelaide Teachers’ Col-
lege “Way of Life”? Will added space
involve added guality of teacher-training or
will it merely, by creating problems of in-
creased organisation and central direction of
huge numbers, bring greater conformity and
inner resistance to change than ever? This
is a question which those hopeful of seeing
reform in this department are inevitably
asking themselves as the old, temporary pre-
fubricated buildings are being  bulldozed
out of existence, No doubt this action has
been the sabject of wishful thinking by
many past and present under-graduates.

I personally suspect that the increasin
numbers this larger building will involve will
tend to recduce the recognition of the impor-
tance of the individual as sucl. e will
become hopelessly emmeshed in the great
State Department Machinery, reduced to a
niass-produced cog with mass-produced over-

simplified ideas and his lecturers and tutors -

to supervisory “foremen” and managerial
“bosses.” :

I am led to these suspicions because of
the already extunt machinery for running
College Life and controlling student activi-
ties, modes of living, thinking and dressing
in this way. An example of this is the
refusal to allew women students to wear
slacks in winter if they wish to, or to
countenance their living in flats if receiving
a boarding allowance. Another example is
the threatening attitude taken if students
are heard to express criticism of the College,
the lecturing staff ov student regulations.
I Fear that the student of the futwe college
will be even less able to change these
things through the doubtfully effective
medium of Student Representation,
Principal too will no doubt become an
even more 1mysterious, omnipotent and
threatening Ultimate Authority. :

How could these trends, already. disturb-

The’

ingly present, be modified or - improved
during, or as a result of the changeover?
THow could they possibly be prevented from
engulfing the lives of future students in this
establishment?

One such possible safegnard might be
the provision of secretaries for the academic
members of stalf who could then take over
the bureaucratic business of administration,
Academic stafl would then be freed to en-
gage in personel research on stady projects
in Educational fields outside Australia, They
would also be able to give more time and
attention to the protests of the student who
wished to change things. Another such
provision might be that, because of better
facilities (and salaries?) lecturers could be
employed from_interstate und overseas to
refresh the intellectual atmosphere of what
lias often been termed a “too-narrow” insti-
tution. The familiar, vestrictive pattern of
Departmental High School to Departmental
Training College to Departmental High
School us teacher and back to Departmental
Training College as tutor-lecturer is often
held to be the cause of the insular and
reactionary attitudes of some College Stalt
members,

Allowing for these possibilities it seems
inevitable that some of the present benefits
of individual contact, responsibility and
freedom, must be lost in the change from
a comparatively small community to a large-
scale, super-organised and directed training
system,

Will the power of the Department to
dictate to its trainces be greater or lesser
when the whole thing is on a bigger scale?
Is freedom of choice and behaviour more
valid for an employee of Woolworths or a
small shop? Moreover one thing is certain,
we must guard against the probably futile
optimisim of expecting that a bigger and
better library will necessarily - entail a
broader or more discriminating selection and
purchase of its contents. Equally optimistic
is the anticipation that a higher and bigger
College structure will induce a broader or
more tolerant climate of opinion within its
precincts.



RIGOURS OF A CRUEL WORLD

On the evening of Tuesday, 5th Septem-
ber, at pm., in the Lady ' Symon
Library, the newly-elected 16th S.R.C. held
its first meeting, * Under the chairmanshi
of Mr. Bilney, the meeting was dominate
by three factors—a complete ignorance of,
or disregard to Standing Orders amongst
mmany members, an acute absence of spirited
debate, and ( gerhaps as- a substitute?)
Mr. Campbell, didactic in his new role as
Immediate Past President, ‘

The meeting opened in the usual manner
witlr acceptance of the Minutes and apolo-
gies (it is interesting to note that' apologies
for absence were received only from the
inimitable triarchy of Méssrs, Baynes, Cooper
and Finnis). ‘

Correspondence produced one interesting
debate. A letter had been received by the
Scerctary of the University of Queensland
Union telling of the special session of the
Union’s Annual General Meeting to mark
its Jubilee. It was requested that Adelaide
despateh an observer to this Session which
was to be held on Sunday, September 10.
An amended Motion “That the S.R.C. send
an observer to Brisbane and pay up to £20
for fares” produced sucly a close vote that
the President called for a recount. He then
declared the motion carried by one wvote.
At the insistence of Mr. Campbell, a further
recauut -was taken, and the Chairman, com-
pelled to preserve the status quo, declared
the motion lest on his casting vote.

Next on the agenda came reports, and
the President first delivered a short oration.
He told of changes made in the S.R.C.
Olfice, and of the Mecting to be leld on
September 15, for all Leaving. Honours
students intending to enter the University
nexl year, -

Scveral other reports were then read, the
most interesting of which were those about
Prosh and Prosh Rag, submitted by Messrs.
Brooks and Slee respectively.,

Then came the highlight of the meeting,
an executive motion proposed by Mr. Gombe
and  seconded by Mr. Porter, requesting
“That the profits from the Prosh Hop be
paid into S.R.C. Functions Account.” ~ The
reasons for so doing are simple; the Execu-
tive bhelieves that as more money is raised
for Charity each year through Prosh, so

" expenses incurred by floats, ete., lhave in-
creased  proportionately.  This year such
expenses totalled a isum well in” excess of

" The money or the

I

by Dean Campbhell

The motion was there,  What could be
done? Yor several days the new S.1.C.
Lxecutive, nuder the guiding hand of Mr.
Biluey, grappled with this problem, To their
disgust, the previous SR.C. had seen fit
to resolve that the S.R.C. would subsidise
Procession floats up to the exorbitant sum
of £7/10/- per float. Now the new adminis-
tration after considevation of the position
decided that this expense on the S.R.C.
funds was not justified and this money
should be taken out of the Prosh Colleetion,
But this was taking moncy from Charity,
s0 how could it be done withont making the
move blatantly obvions?

Like lminbs, the 16th S.R.C. sat in the
Lady Symon Library on the evening of
September 5, not knowing the move that
was carcfully plammed. And then it came.
The keen Honorary Seeretary, Mr. Combe,
moved, and Mr. Dorter, the hright young
Honovary Treasurer, sceonded the following
nmaotion: “That the proceeds from the Prosh
Hop Dbe paid into the S8.R.C. Functions
Accouut,”

Alter little opposition, the motion was
passed, with the three most experienced
S5.8.C members present voicing their dissent
and dissociation,

Lot us then analyse this move. The
Exceutive did not want to pay some £110
for the Prosh from the Functions Account,
which contains approximately £840. They
did not wish to make this fact obvious by
attempting to change the decision of the
previous SR.C. The result was that in a
round-about, underhand way, they found
@ means of putting into Functions Account,
a sum exceediug that of the cost of the
Procession, so  that - vnol only would the
S.R.C. not have to pay for the Procession
but would, in fact, show a profit on the
Procession. IMad the Exccutive beeu pre-
pared to come into the open on this move,
oven the thought would have appalled many
students.  Using the method they did, how-
ever, not only appalled the opposition but
attached a disgusting touch to the move.
How long is it since an Executive has been
so gutless?

Mr. Combe argued that the proceeds from
the Hop are not part of the Collection
money,  Remembering that Mr. Combe i3
only a first year: student, the writer turned
to members of the Jazz Club, who run the
Hop, for their opinion. Never before has
Mr. Lewis reacted so quickly. His attitude
leaves no donbt that the proceeds were
meant to be part of the Collection.

The Prosh Divector and Collection Direc-
tor were also definite with their opinion.

by
the S.R.C.

Executive

£100. There seems to.be no reason why
the Student body should pay this money in
order to colleet for a charity (ie. War
Veterans” Home which receives half the
proceeds of the Collection) a sum three
times as great as it would receive from a
normal badge day. Furthermore, whereas
prior to 1959 takings at Prosh Hop had
merely covered expenses, in. that year, a
profit of £21/10/~ was paid into Functions
Account. In 1960, it would seem that the
profits were added to the Collection total
and therefore to the money distributed to
tlre Charities.

When the motives beliind the proposal
had been put to Council, Mr. Campbell, in
a flery address, emphatically urged members
to vote against the motion. His reasons
were threefold. First, he claimed - that
Functions Account is already prosperous,
and does not need this ﬂddition'a{J money to

cover the Costs of the procession. Secondly,

he believed that Prosh is an activity organ-
ised by the S.R.C., and is not a necessary
adjunct of Collection. As a result, the S.R.C.
should meet expenses incurred by Prosh.
Thirdly, the Admission Charge to Prosh Hop
had been raised in 1960 and again this year
by the Procession Committee, in order to
bolster the. Collection Total, not the S.R.C.
Functions Account. " He stated. that students
attending the Hop did so to let off steam
after Prosh, and paid their four shillings in
the belief that it was going to Charity.

Mr, ‘Haslam, supporting the motion, said
that he believed it was intended to cover
expenses incurred by Prosh, not to increase
the 8.R.C.’s bank account. When Mr. Camp-
bell asked that: certain of Mr. Haslam’s
remarks be ruled out of order, the Chair-
man refused this request, and a dissent
motion was moved.

: The Immediate Past Presiclent addressed
the Council,  explaining why he had dis-
sented, then his successor told why he had

[For a final opinion, Mr. Lightburn was
consulted (Mr. Lightburn was the Brst
Collection Director ever appointed). He up-
held the view of this year’s organisers.

Finally, let us consider what the Exccutive
has' achieved. To put it bluntly, it has
achieved nothing, The SR.C. in passing
the motion has decided to put into Func-
tions Account a sum of money that was
already there, The Exccutive should have
worried itself about what would be paid
out of Functions Account, but, as is often
the case in underhand moves, the worry of
pushing a subject through clouded ~the
vision of what was really wanted. So, Mr.
Brook, Mr. MeNicol and the other members
of the oppasition, have no fears, no harm las
been done. The S.R.C. will still have to
pay for the Procession, which is as it

should be.

1]

by Gordon Bilney

At its last meeting, the S.R.C. decided by
23 votes to 3 to devote the profits of the
Procession Hop to the $.R.C.’s TFunctions
Account, In doing so, the 16th S.R.C.
endorsed the decision of the wise and states-
manlike S.R.C. of Mr. Hyslop in 1959; the
I4th SR.C. also decided that tlre profits
of the Prosh Hop were legitimately its own.
One is therefore mildly amused that the
informed and dutiful decision of a forward-
looking S.R.C. should have become the
occasion of such ill-bred name-calling as
Mr. Campbell permits himself.

One must in fairness elaborate: Mr.
Campbhell does not allow that the decision
made by such an overwhehning majority of
the S.R.C. was cither “informed” or “duti-
ful” It was patent that the first debate on
the motion occupied some 80 minutes;
speech followed flery speech, points of order
and dissent ensured) the airing of informed
and relevant views. Nor cnuf‘d the opposi-
tion have wished for more vocal or more
dedicated speakers; your correspondent must
have a perverted view of the workings of
debate if he is to sell short the keen minds
and  polemic skills of a Campbell or a
Badenoch. No, one cannot accept that it
was an uninformed decision. And it was
moreover a ‘dutiful one. Be not, I pray,
misled by.red herrings of £840 and the
like, and talk of “profit on the Procession”;
for the Procession, say what your correspon-
dent will, showed a loss of some £110, and
only -the Prosh Hop, a different coloured
Lorse, a profit. That the Hop Profit was
more than the Prosh Loss is interesting; or
remarkable; or intolerable; or what you will:
but it is always irrelevant. And so is the
sum in Functions Account; if Mr. Campbell

refused the request that Mr. Haslam - be
roled out of order, " Mr. Sando, who had
taken over the Chair, counted the vote; and
the dissent motion was crushingly defeated.

~ When debate to the motion was resumed,
Mr. Badenocl, supporting .Mr. Campbell,
made the suggestion that Council pays float
expenses from collection money. and gives

Prosh ‘Hop profits to Charity. (an -illegal

move). ) .
A gag motion was submitted and “Mr, :
Bilney, reinstated to the Chair, accepted

it.- When' the original proposal was carried
by -a large ‘majority,” Messrs, Campbell,
Badenoch and Zimmet expressed dissont and
dissociation.

The Council then returned to' more mun-
dane matters; first, it carried unanimously ‘a
proposal of Mr, Sando “that Miss Quartly
(it being her birthday ) be congratulated
on surviving 19 years the rigours of this
cruel world and on attaining in this time s

magnificent reputation,” Supper was then
taken,

On resumption, Mr. Horne presented a
report of the Overseas Students’ Meeting,
after which it was moved by Mr. Upton
that the S.R.C. approve a draft Constitution
of an Overseas Students’ Organisation, and
%)ay £1 to become an Associate .member
body, Mr. Camphbell, witlh keen perception,
pointed out that it was ridiculous  to join
something which as yel, did not exist.

After this a report from Mr. Anthoney
was read stating that the New Zealander
Debaters’ Tour, during whiclr nothing was
done (well, not quite!) was a flop.

Elections of representatives to Union and
5.R.C. Committees then followed. The com-
mittee in most cases consisted of a mixture
of those desirable and those desirous.

The second relatively fiery debate fol-
lowed when a motion, reconstituting  the
A.U.D.S, Management Committee with the
same personnel as before, was submitted.
A substantial A.U.D.S, bloc fought the re-
mainder for half an hour; During this time,
motions of recommittal, of suspension of
Standing Orders and so forth were. sub-
mitted and witledrawn, until at length, Mr.
Gam)l)bell scored his coup d'etat, when he
instilled some sober influence and logical
reasoning to the discussion.

And so- the battle raged .. . until 12.45
a.m. '

box?

wishes the S.10.C. to carry out to less than
its ability its manifest trust to administer
tlie students’ own money (viz. Fuuctions
Account), it would be wise of him to say
so a trifle less subtly,

It has not been difficult to confute the
arguments of Mr, Campbell, if in fact there
were any; and their lack accounts, one
surmises, for the indelicate abuse with which
he so plentifully fouls his accusations.

But it did seem strange that only three
people voted against it . . . .

Trial

and
haison

Dear Mr, Campbell,

Professor Kannel was able to attend the
meeting of the University Couucil on Friday,
28th July, and the Council therefore pro-
ceeded to a fuller consideration of your
proposal that the President of the S.IR.C.
should be in attendance as an observer at
meetings of the Council and of its com-
mittees, when matters of concern to students
were being considered.

At the close of the discussion, I was
askecd to draw your attention to the fact
that since the Council made arrangements
for Professor Karmel to act in liaison be-
tween the S.R.C. and itself, the extent to
which the SR.C. has used his offices is
small. The Council does not make this
statement of fact as a criticism of the
President or members of the S.R.C.; on the
contrary, it recognises that it may often
be extremely difficult for regular meetings
to be arranged with one as occupied as is
Professor Karmel. It feels, however, that
the system which has so recently been intro-
duced shonld be given a Dbetter trial and
suggests that the President of the S.R.C.
should ascertain  cach month from the
Registrar whether items of business on the
Council notice papers include any of direct
concern to students. ,

It suggests that by this means the Presi-
clent ofg%h'e S.R.C. would be able to keep
himself informed about such matters and
could, when he thought fit, see that the
views of students are placed before the
Council either in the form of written sub-
missions, or through Professor Karmel, as
the President might prefer.

Yours sincerely,
HENRY BASTEN,
Vice-Chancellor.

Tuesday 19th September, 1961

MORAL

LETTERS

My dear Nephew,

Some have thought it an imposi-
tion to rely upon other people, even
in only slight ways, lest in the shar-
ing of responsibility they lose a little

. distinctiveness. I have never preaclied

such. ‘a proud doctrine, and so I am
employing  {without "regret) another
hand to write this letter,

It 'was very kind of you to write
§0 soon after you heard of my in-
disposition; - and although I have
moments ‘when I suspect that I will
never see you again, or write any
more pretentious phrases, neverthe-
less 'my hope is that I may prove
unexpected yet a while.

Death-bed conversions seem
such a tedious thing—to many they

‘imply that safety is better than sin-

cerity, .- Think what you will, dear
Boy; ‘but this arch-figure has sought
longingly for conviction, only to dis-
cover that the darkling spirit which
transforms has been evident in ever
action. seen, observed, contemplated,
which has denied the malice of self-
love. Benedic nobis,

I have asked the nurse to raise
the pillows so that I can see be-
tween . the sheer whiteness of the
bow window into the summer gar-
denr. " All abotit me are the things
I love so dearly—the richly bound
volumes tumbling off the table, the
heavy -velvet curtains, the inlayed
ccilings and all the while the soft
incense _and cool water—holy -and
clear, Domine Deus,

What remembrances of past diys
and dimming glories as the years
convinced me of their limited span.
But I am wandering from the point
—a failing of a failing old woman.
atque eis tuis donis.

Let me Dbandy about a word,
“Truth”. ‘Now the truth seems to me
that there is a Person who has so
identified Himself "with the loves,
hopes, sorrows of mankind that in

‘His death and life all are dead and

“alive,

How can- T or you (pressing
enquirer) know? quae de tua lar-
gitate sumus sumpturi.

A most unique Man, you say—
such an indivigual. Yet He always
Frotested the will of the Father, the
reedom of obedience. Therc is
nothing novel about dying; but for
each of us it will he a single ex-
perience. . The promise, and hope,
and desire of all ages has come, but
the road and the intersection is the
way of self-denial. How hard it is to
ose oneself, even for so. great a
prize—each trifling failure ealls - us
back, arguing, “What’s the use.”
Only the Desolation of Israel speaks
of ﬁynal success.

Dear Nephew, my words, although
for me they burn with a new hope,
must seem strange to youn, who have
5o often heard able missioners and
humble monks. ~ Albeit I know that
you are moving towards the Passion
of Christ, for you have ceased to
smartly side-step or play-off the de-
mands of reasened faith. You have
seen “that hideous strength” and felt
the effects of its ugliness. And you
have heard “I lay down my life,
that I may take it again.”

1 have become very tired dictating
this letter and the shadows over my
bed remind me of the call of evening,
the hushing of the busy world’s
feverish life. It gives me pleasure at
such times to join with the Holy
Church, before I sleep, in the last
Daily Office, that of Compline. Then
I remember with great joy the ancient
commendation. in which I shall take
my leave of you all. :

“For Complyne betokencth the
ende of wannes life; and therefore
eche persone gughte to dyspose hym
to beddewarde, as yf hys bedde
were hys graue.”

Even so, Amen.

POSTSCRIPT

It was the custom of this dis-
tinguished lady after she had reached
the age of eighty, to dress in Dlack
silk; only her head was permitted
any ornament, and there she wore a
pure white veil of fine lnen em-
broidered with wvery small Tudor
roses. Even during this, her last ill-
ness, she would not forebear the plain
vell and her gently lined face, thin
now, with the softness of years,
brightened the sombre surroundings.

On the day upon which she dic-
tated this letter to me she had a very
great presentiment of death; nor was
her expeciation disappointed, She lay
down in peace.

Her nephew has stated his inten-
tion of publishing her many prose and
7meticaly works which used to provide
her friends with great amusement and
a large variety of subjects Z’or dis-
cussion. A whole world of colour and
variety sparkles from these papers, for
she had learnt that “chartty never
faileth.”
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NOT THE AGNOSTIC'S PEROGATIVE

by
S. P. Burley

This article is intended to express a_view-
point on some of the discussions which took
place in the course of the recent Mission
to the University given by Fr. Gleeson on
behalf of the Aguinas Society. I take the
liberty of presenting what I thought to be
the -substance of the .missioner’s argument
in what nust he a highly condenset form,
and only. hope that I do not seriously mis-
represent him. - (I leave it to Mr, McNicol
in the accompanying article to présent the
main counter’ arguments. )

Anyway, I thought that Fatlier's argument
went something  like this—"If we reflect
philosophically ‘on some of our most import-
ant activities, such as realising the truth
of some state of affairs, or judging the
rightness or wrongness of certain - actions,
we get'a picture of ourselves which fits in
with Christ’s teaching about ourselves, in
fact it fits in very nicely.

“For example, let us see what is entailed
in knowing something to be true. First of
all we can observe that this knowing is a
very special sort of business—it has no
weight, size or particular location—i.e. it
is not describable in the terms we use to
describe material things. So that in being
aware of knowing something, we become
aware of an aspect of ourselves which differs
quite radically from ~the material things
around us, or even the material struecture
which goes to make up another aspect of
ourselves (our hodies). So ‘we are conscious
of an immaterial (or spiritual) side of out
being as well as a material side. Other
aspects of our awareness such as ideals,
ambitions, decisions, morals, theorising, ctc.,
again lead us to see ourselves as acting in
a non-material, non-mechanical way. What
I want to emphasise is that we are aware
that some of our intellectual activities' are
not made of any ‘stufl,’ be they atoms, or
other particles, or what have you.

“These events lead me to a realisation that
some part.of me (which is the ultimate
basis of my knowing and awareness) is not
fustl material. I propose to call this part a
soul. :

“T see tliis soul as being intimately united
to the body, giving a union which I call a
living person. A useful analogy here is the
combination of a telephone switchboard
and an operator.” The two together give a
teleplione exchange which works, If you
take the operator away, the exchange is
idle (cf. a dead person), If you damage
the switchboard (by interfering with the
circuitry) then, even with the best opera-
tor, you get a defective exchange (c?. an
insane person, or the case of brain opera-
tions).

“But the analogy must not be pushed too
far lest it become misleading. What I want
to emphasise about the human case is its
knowing, in the strong sense of knowing that
it knows. I say this, because we have to
counter the specious objection that we
could have an automatic telephone ex-
change using purely mechanical computing
elements without any person or ‘souf’. But
I deny the inference here, because it has
not been shown that any mechanical ex-
change, or even the most complicated elec-
tronic computer knows. Certainly, it per-
forms set logical transformations of data
according to same set pattern, but I do not
think that even the most avid materialist
would really believe it to be aware, or to
know, in the way that he himself knows.

“But there is a much deeper problem
for the materialist to face if he still wants to
hold that man is just some very complicated
machine, and that his ‘thinking’ differs in
no way from that of a computor, The prob-
lem is this: if he is just @ machine, operatin%
in accordance with set laws, then lhow could
he know that he was thinking correctly,
and so how could he know that he was just
a machine?”

Now the argument begins to get guite

- or “Where do the

subtle, so in what follows, I merely express
a tentative opinion. ‘At this stage of the
argument it was .pointed. out that the
mechanist could be right, i.e. he could be
a logical machine which happened to be
programmed correctly. As 'a matter of fact

‘T argued this with Fr, Gleeson myself (by

the way, one of the interesting features of
the Mission was' the strict critical character
of the Cathiolics present who provided much
of the interesting discussions. However, 1
have since had second thoughts on this
subject, T think now that maybe the mechan-
ist could say.that his thinking was i:purely
mechanical (like a coniputor), and further
such thinking could be quite correct, and so
he could quite correctly perceive that he
was just a.machine, but he could not be sure
of it, i.e, he could not know it. The only “cer-
tainty” he would have would then be hypo-
thetical—that if he is programmed - cor-

rectly, then his conclusions are certain (as
a matter of fact, he could not even say that
he was certain that he was uncertain, or
that he was certain that he knew what he
was saying when he said that he was un-
certain—so he is not really a very formidable
opponent!).,

“So much for the in}plieations of any
significant and certain factual statements
which we make.

“We consider now the implications of any -

significant moral judgements that we also
make. '

“I suggest that we really do make at least
some moral judgments that are not just
expressions of opinion, e.g..that the Nazis
should not have behhavedg as they did,
little thought then, suffices to si;ow that
such judgements entail the nations of res-
ponsibility and free-will in some human ac-

tions. - Further, I suggest that significant
moral judgements are based on what Is.good,
or bai for man as man, i.e. they depend on
the sort. of being that man is, that is, the
nature . of man,

“An intelligent discussion of morality
then, can be ‘based on an analysis of the
nature of man. Such discussion has the prac-
tical value that it gives us a basis of protest
against unjust laws, which, are still prolific
in the worid today.”

But I must stop now, hoping that I have
made some contribution to clarity, and not
departed too far from the spirit of faimess
and charity which made for an enjoyable
mission. I suggest we could do. with more
of this sort of thing—it might seem tedious
and dull to some Christians, but 1 submit
that it has the merit of showing that philo-
sophy is not the agnostic’s prerogative,

Enough of souls

The ‘Aquinas Mission has run its course.
If the talks and discussions did not convince
the Ungodly that there were entities over
and above what can be kicked, seen and
measured, such as immortal souls, freewill
and. Natural Law, they did show that some
people still take their philosophy seriously,
a point that might be noted by some Cluris-
tians who have a tendency to protect their
point of view by keeping it within the some-
what inaccessibﬁ,e realms of faith and revela-
tion. In retrospect there seem a few points
made by Fr. Gleeson that are well worth
examining again. This is most probably a
little unfair to Fr, Gleeson who is rather far
removed to make a rejoinder (though not
as far removed as Dr. Martin, I admit).

Immortal seuls are always of interest to
both the agnostic and the Christian. They
provoke such .questions as “Have we got
them?” and “If so, where did they come
from?”. which - are uvicely empirical in kind,
go afterwards?” which
scems somewhat less empirical, -and more
concerned with matters of future personal
comfort. Fr. Gleeson restricted himself to
the first question, and so shall I, not that I
might not be interested in question three if
answers can be found to one and two,

The defence of the soul seems to hinge on
the fact that there are a lot of things human
beings do that do not seem explainable
pucely in materialistic terms, Now what do
we mean by “materialistic”’? The following
example should make the distinction clear
between material and immaterial things.

We might be able to explain how light
waves from an object are picked up by the
eye, and transmitted along nerve pathways
into the brain. But once this has happened,
some incredibly complex events occur.
may decide to pick up the object and throw
it out of the window, because I find it
objectionable, or on the other hand, hecause
I (}on’t find it ohjectionable I may decide to
do something entirely different, Willing,
judging, valuing, deciding, ete., don’t seem
to be able to be explained away as purely
material things or events. They are mental
properties. If they are mental properties and
can't be exvlained as the behaviour of nerve
cells in the cerebral cortex, then we must
have somewhcre for them to belong and
wh?t better place than the mind or the
soul.

As TI'r. Gleeson pointed out, even an emin-
ent neurologist such as Penfield fecls that
human behaviour cannot be explained pure-
ly in terms of brain events, but that we have
to admit the existence of some entily, mind,
soul or whatever, which controls the brain
processes, and has the final say in what we
do. Fr. Glecson quoted Penfield’s example
of the neurosurgeon who is pushing elec-
trodes into his subject’s cortex, and by doing
s0, manages to cause the subject’s arm to
move. The subject takes rather a dim view of
being told that he moved the arm. He re-
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ports that he had no control over the action
at all, but it was the neurosurgeon’s un-
warranted fiddling that was responsible.
T'rom this, concludes Penfield, we know that
it was a brain event that caused the arm to
move. However, seeing that the subject was
independently aware that he hadn’t willed
the arm to move, then there must have been
a mind which can stand off from the brain
aud make independent judgements.

Now I am not altogether convinced that
minds follow necessarily from people realis-
ing: what neurosurgeons are doing inside
their craniums. Let us have a closer look at
Penfield’s subject. He is not fooled by the
neurosurgeon when the arm is moved, and
the reason that he is not fooled is because
he didn’t decide to move his arm, “Not de-
ciding” miglit just mean that certain brain

processes didn’t occur, e.g., when I decide

to move my arms processes Ay . <. Ay ... Ag

. .. ete, may occur in_my brain. The moving

of my arm may be directly determined by
processes By . .. B, . .. By ... etc. When
the neurosurgeon makes my arm move by
using electrodes, B; ... By ... By ... ete.
oceur by themselves. When asked if I moved
my arm voluntarily, I say no. I would only
sy yes if Ay ... A, .. Ay .. ete. (pro-
cesses of deciding), had occurred as well.

Of course things aren’t really as simple as
this. The processes of deciding and doing are
inextricably linked up, and it would be
impossible to point to certain areas of the
brain and say “When those go into action,
a decision. is being made,” or “When these
are working, an action will occur.” But let
us realise that there is no good reason why
we could not explain deciding, willing and
judging purely in terms of brain-processes,
and without any reference to minds or souls
which control the brains. Penfield may not
like doing this, but a large number of

The answer

She asked a boy beneath the light
What corner this could be,
He had no sight; he could not see.

She asked a woman passing near
Which was the road to try.
She could not hear; she passed her by.

She asked a man in whose eyes showed
The sadness of his pain.
He said no word, did not explain.
ASM.

Causticwords

I strove with none, for none was worth the
strife:

I strove with none, for none would strive
with me;

1 strove with one, and will for all my life,

But here’s an end to war; quite seriously

Loo.lf< well before you leap—there’s treason
rite.

It's good that you resign so soon, There’ll be
No bullet in your aged back from me.

Debility from such as you
Merits no merciful rescue.

I have seen all the trees for the wood that
they are,

Cut down to make pulp which still yields
even more

Ediotorial matter for borers to gnaw.

present-day psychologists are working on
the assumption that it can be done, and with
some good reasons too.

Now if the discussion so far is valid, souls
may be starting to look rather unnecessary,
but I suppose that we could still have them,
The soul -may still lurk behind the brain-
processes, but any - soul-type decision or
judgement would have to be expressed via
the brain. To illustrate how this might work,
let me appeal to your childhood memories.
Remember the. little syringe device that
your mother used to write “Happy Birthday”
on the cake? You put the icing inside the
syringe, and screwed a little nozzle on to
the end of it. The nozzle determined what
shape the icing would be when it came out,
if we think of the soul as the icing and the
nozzle, as the' brain, we can see that the
soul will determine whether - anything is
capable of being done or not—~no icing, no
pattern (the syringe is empty)—no soul, no
action . {you lhappen to be dead)}, and the
brain Wi{l determine what is done, i.e. the
pattern.

The peculiar difficulty of such an inter-
pretation is this, There is certainly no mys-
tery in saying that “T have a soul” means “I
am alive”, The brain of course will deter-
mine how my “aliveness” is expressed. Then
it follows that just as it doesn’t matter what
sort of icing I have in the syringe, because
it is the nozzle which determines what the
pattern will be, neither does it matter what
“sort” of soul I have, because it is the brain
which determines my actions. I could in fact
swap souls with you and we would be no
different. I could have one soul, twenty, or
ten thousand, but this would not affect my
overt behaviour or my thinking one scrap,

However, enough of souls. It would be
doing Fr. Gleeson an injustice not to mention
that Ire did speak on other things equally
worthy of a more detailed examination than
they received in the Lady Symon. It {s a
pity indeed that I have had the last word in
this discussion. Even more frustrating is
the fact that should this argument against
immortal souls be valid, it immediatef;y ex-
cludes me from the possibility at some future
time of smugly informing my Christian col-
leagues that I was right, IHowever should
theydbe right they will indeed have the lust
word.

A.U.M.
*
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“Religious Belief,” a recent book by a Senior Lecturer in Philosophy at this unfversity,
discusses - essential features of those forms of Christianity which the author has “Hoed -
through or lived close to,” vanging from Protestant fundamentalism to Catholic Thomism.

The author, Dr. C. B. Martin, claims ihat belief in any God worthy of religious awe
involves the believer in either self-contradiction or vacuity, and that even to hope for

a resolution of this difficulty, by human or other means, is irrational;

Last term, in the course of a discussion of the case for teaching theology at this
university, “On Dit” remarked on the inadequacies of Dr. Martin’s book, as indicative
both of an interest in theology among members of the University, and of the need

such interest to be pursued in a scholarly manner.

In the succeeding issue of “On Dit,” Mr. F. H. Mares, of the English Departrment,
accused “On Dit” of theological illiteracy, and challenged “On Dit” to state its criticlsms
Since such bold cluims as those made by Dr. Martin are
not without general interest, and since contemporary philosophical method is of some
moment in any university, “On Dit” has sketched the o

of “Religious Belief” in full.

Belief” on pages five to eight.

Publication of our comments has been held over until this issue to enable Dr, Martin,
who is at present overseas, to reply in the same -issue. The relevant portions of his telegram

in reply read as follows:

“Returned vacation to receive article too late for reply .
philosophy . . . ‘worthy of academic journal. Debuting technique worthy of present

high debating club standards of ‘On Dit’—C. Martin.”

T'heology and

Criticism

It iy important that everyone who can
possibly spare the time should read “Religi-
ous Belief” (Cornell University Press, 1959),
by Dr. C. B, Martin, Senior Lecturer in
Pﬁilosophy at the University of Adelaide.

- For it is important that educated people

- sophy, People know that this

should know something of the character of
much  contemporary  Anglo-Saxon . philo-
hilosophy is,

. broadly, a philosophy of analysis and’ cri-
- tieism; what is not so widely recognised is

that it is in outlook and technique indif-
ferent or opposed to the demands of scholar-

_ ship. And what is scholarship if not a cer-

tain zeal to learn, to understand, and not
to misrepresent, the views that one is sub-
jecting to analysis and criticism? ‘

It may be thought bold of us to make the
nceusntions we  shall, against academics
widely respected -and currently holding
the philosophical field. We can only as
that our particular criticisms of Dr. Mar-
tin’s book be examined on their own merits.
The indispensable prerequisite is a reading
of the book, particularly since, because of

 limitations of space, our criticisms can only

]

3

. are al
- implausible views being advanced as it
L they were part of theological currency, They
- constitute only the first platoon of the straw-

be presented in outline, Full references to
pages () and lines (L) are given—the
reader can do the rest, It is fair to point
out (and it is relevant to our general con-
dusions about the nature of contemporary
philosophy), that “Religious Belief” was
most painstakingly read” by seven Austra-
lian and American philosophers, mcluding

. no less than four professors,

1.

The argument of “Religious Belief” is
largely directed against men of staw. By
that we mean that most of the positions
lleged or implied as being held by theo-
logiaus are in fact inventions of Dr. Martin’s
or at lcast wholly foreign to the main-
stream of philosophical theology in any age,
Usually Dr. Murtin fails to identify any
theologians who have, or might, make the
stateinent he holds up for examination: see,

- for examiple, p. 18, 1 4; F. 28, 1. 4; p. 58,

L1;p. 58, 1.7 ff.; p. 82, 1. 24; p. 117, 1. 6;
». 117, 1, 15 ft; p. 118, L. 6; p. 118, 1. 32;

r }J 121, L. 1y p. 95, L. 1; p. 127, 1. 12; p. 127,

17; p. 132, 1. 29; p. 133, 1, 26; p. 142,
1 25; p. 161, n, 9; p. 141, 1. 12, The above
ases of thoroughly unorthodox and

men, Another platoon is made up of the-

- ologiaus’ statements which Dr. Martin mis-
- wnderstands and, usually, mis-paraphrases:
- see, for example,

. 30, 1. 12 ff. and p. 30
L 27 and p. 81, 1. 20; p. 33, 1. 4 ff. an
p. 56, 1. 82; p. 117, 1. 1 and 1. 4 f.; p. 118,
L81t; p 136,111 . and 1. 8; p. 137, 1. 8
f and T 18 {f. and p. 139, 1. 16. A third
Iﬂatoon consists of theological statements
)y modern philosophers which are incom-
tatible  with  orthodox theology and to
which Dr. Martin gives consequently unjusti-
fiable emphasis: see, for example, p. 59,
B 155, T&lesc three platoons together con-
Stitute a great part of the subjecl-matter
of Dr, Martin’s analyvsis; of the remainder,
ind of some of the above, we shall lave

more to say,
2.

When Dr. Martin examines a Christian
vetrine he normally states it in a heretical
orm and fails to state the orthodox view.
here are surprisingly few references to

Christian doctrine; the Beatific Vision is
referred to and mis-understood (p. 117,
1. 4); the Trinity is referred to, and Clrist
is heretically supposed to be an instantia-
tion of the will of God (p. 25, 1. 28); the
Incarnation is introduced several times (p.
3, 1L 2; p. 25; pp. 62-63); the doctrine of
the hypostatic union is said to be a theo-
logical device (whereas it is in fact a formal
statement of the revelation, “the Word was
made flesh”) and then stated in a heretical
form involving the addition of the perfectly
good divine nature to a human nature as-
sumed to be good, OF “hoc est corpus
meum” Dr. Martin casually remarks (p.
180, L 1), as if it were beyond dispute,
“People have confused themselves when
they have thought that this must be taken
literally or metaphorically or symbolically.
Literally, it is false, metaphorically, it is
ridiculous.  Symbolically, it loses force.”
Ipse dixit! Chapter Six just assumes the
herctical doctrine that, as regards resurree-
tion from the dead, men are not “in the
same position as Clirist”, and will not he
raised in the body, since their “bodies shall
be turned to dust” (p. 107, n, 10). On p.
132 “Catholies” are wrongly alleged to
“affirm that each celebration of Mass . . .
is ddentical with the historical self-sacrifice
of the Cross” (itals. added). As far as we can
discover, every one of Dr. Martin’s incursions
into revealed and dogmatic theology beging
and ends in parody.

3.

More often than not Dr, Martin uses his
theological sources in unscholarly manner.
For example, he introduces an important
discussion on p. 26 by saying “According
to the Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics
... 7 a footnote fails to state the relevant
volume or the title of the article, and it is
only after some detective work in a library
that a reader can discover that the cited
passage is really “according to” the Profes-
sor of Philosophy and Psychology at the
University of Mimesota in 1913, On. p. 27
the Report “Doctrine in the Church of
England”, is given a weight it does not
properly possess. On p. 28 we find another
encyclopaedia being used to provide the
sole statement of the theory of natural law.
The auther is unidentified; the work was
published in 1910. The quotation from
Aquinas on p. 30 gives no indication that it
is incomplete; complete quotation would
have cnabled the reader to discover that
Dr. Martin has, on pp. 30-81, wholly misin-
terpreted the passage. The passage from
Aquinas on p. 33, taken out of the context
of its Objection, reads (and is taken by Dr.
Martin) as if it were a proof of God's sin-
lessness, whereas it is in fact a proof that
inability to sin is consistent with omni-
potence. Furthermore, Dr, Martin appears to
be unaware of the latest translation of the
passage (Gilby, T., “St. Thomas Aquinas
Philosophical Texts,” O.U.P, 1950, p. 120),
which renders the phrase “contradiction in
terms,” on which formula Dr. Martin places
much reliance (see p. 28, 1. 8; p. 43, 1. 31;
p. 63, 1. 2; and Ch. 4 passim), in a very
different form of words. Dr. Martin ignores
the fact that in the original Latin the phrase
“quaccumque contradictionem non tmpli-
cant” is to be understood as meaning “quid-
quid potest habere rationem entis” (S.T.1,
f5 3, Resp.). The quotation from
Gilson on p. 151 is from the 1944 edition
of a work that was virtually rewri'ten ia
1948; Dr. Martin’s traunslation from the
French is by no means as clear as the
authorised translation of 1957, )

utlines of a critique of “Religious

C. Scholarship and

for '

In “Religious Belisf” there is reference to

only one work written by any theologian
capable of being even loosely called ortho-
dox and published after 1945. The solitary
exception is a work by Baillie upholding a
view held, as Dr. Martin recognises (p. 94,

by “no Catholic theologian and few
Protestant theologians”,

4.

The mechanics of Dr, Martin’s scholarship
are defective, For example, the Swmma
Theologica is Dr. Martin's main primary
source, yet three of the four footnote refer-
ences to that work are quite inadequate.
Since the inadequacy is immediately evi-
dent to anyone who has once looked at the
Summa, even unopened in the shelves of a
library, or at any other Thomist work, it is
interesting to speculate on' the famiiiarity
with Thomist thought of all the philosophers
who “most painstakingly read the manu-
script”. The pains can hardly have extended
to checking the context of even the crucial
quotation on p. 83. Likewise with the refer-
ences Lo the Encyclopedia of Religion and
Ethics and The Catholic Encyclopedia; one
reference is wholly inadequate, and the
other is incomplete, so that it is again difli-
cult to believe that anyone took the ele-
mentary precaution of glancing at the
articles cited to see whether the quotations
really mean what thei,' appear to mean in
isolation. The never-identilied quotation on

.2, 15 p. 41 21 and p. 5, L. 9, is in
Fﬂct from John 4:24 and almost certainly
does not mean what Dr. Martin would have
it mean. Throughout the book there are
cross-references in the “this will Le dis-
cussed later” form: see, for example, p. 147,
p. 188, p. 88, p. 87, p. 43, p. 38, Trite and
wholly uncontroversial Christian axioms
are solemnly given a reference (see, for
example, p, 24, n. 1; p. 27, n. 9) while
longer and more interesting statements by
named theologians go without any refer-
ence (see, for example p. 137, 1. 27). Dr.
Martin might profitably read Romans 14 : 1
in context or in the Greek or in any modern
translation before attributing his own absurd
use o)f it to S. Paul (p. 128, 1. 24; p. 134,
1. 28).

5.

Dr. Martin ignores the fundamental claim
of theology to be, inter alia, a science em-
ploying both deductive and inductive me-
thod. Not once does Dr. Martin recognise
that theologians ergue to the nature of God,
and claim to deduce His existence and
nature from the induced concepts and prin-
ciples of being. Instead, he gratuitously
equates “the use of the name ‘God’” with
“Deing taught the use of name ‘God” by
description™ (see p. 51, 1. 16 ff, and p. 18,
l. 7), and with “learning to apply the
word ‘God’ ., . . by means of . deserip-
tions” (p. 55, 1. 8 and p. 56, 1. 5), and with
“definition in terms of what is allowable
within the theological system” (p: 61, 1, 1),
and with hypotheses (p. 146, 1. 2), and
with suppositions (p. 156, 1. 15), but never
with its most important use in natural theo-
logy as the conclusion of a train of reason-
ing founded on alleged insight into the
structure of being. Since Dr. Martin under-
stands “‘concept’ to mean roughly ‘the wse
to which a word may be put whatever the
word may he’” (p. 54, n. 12; cf. p. 58,
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1. 28) it Tollows that his whole book fails
on his own criterion even to mention the
most important philosophical concept of

God, Dr. Martin so scrupulously ignores
theological arguments in order to concen-
trate. on an analysis of the “meaning” of
isolated afBrmations that he forgets his own
dogma that meaning is inextricably bound
up with usage (unhappily, no more precise
statement of Dr. Martin’s “criteria for deter-
mining what is meaningful” is possible,
since he never .makes any attempt to state
them: cf, p. 188, L. 4, and 1. 17 and n. §,
p. 180, 1. 25 fI.) p. 140, 1. 19 and 1 24;
p. 141, 1, 23 ff.; p. 149, 1, 1; p. 144, 1. 28;
p. 6,1 11; p. 8, 1. 4; p. 145, 1, 10.) Since he
simply _ignores the primary theological
usage, Dr. Martin’s attempt to impugn “re-
ligious statements”, as a c¢lass, fails ab
mitio. . '

From beginning to end of his book, Dr,
Martin dispxiays his contempt for “the theo-
logian”, whom he ignores, mis-states, mis-
cites and misunderstands. “Evasion and ob-
scurity are present from the ‘beginning.”
(p. 2, 1. 12, itals. added.) With repelling
sanctimony {and inaccuracy—see 7, and H,
infra) he accuses “the theologian”, as
a class, of being “something of a figure of
fun as he steps outside the faith to explain
and defend the faith against argument and,
spuraking of ‘analogies’ or ‘the limitation of
human reason’, jumps back inside” in order
to gain “sanctuary from the probings of
philosophical “debate,” (P, 184, 1. 23 and
. We shall have cause to notice the
evasions and obscuritics by which Dr.
Martin ~ secks to gain sanctuary from
the theologian’s theory of analogy  {sce @.
infra). The passage about “the theologian”
on pp. 117-118 is insulting, unsubstantiated
and almost certainly incapable of substan-
tiation. The only writer on theology for
whom Dr. Martin has n word of praise is
Hume, whose work is described as a
“masterpiece”, “subtle and ingenious”, “art-
ully conceived” and “sublime”. (P. 12,
. 17 if.) This unique effusion gives a clue
to the concealed dogmas on which “Re-
ligious Belief” is founded, as we shall sce
later. {C., D., and H. infra.)

6.

The argument of “Religious Belief” is
marked al ecrucial points by a slackness,
vagueness and ambiguily foreign to good
academic theology, Dr, Martin’s claim to
have shown® “religious forms of argument
and assertion” (all or some?) “in a clear
light” (p. V, 1. 9; p. VI, 1. 8) is just bluster.
Tuake the vital guestion of “meaning”. Dr.
Martin defines his task as the examination
of the meaning of Christian utterances and
“key theological concepts™. (P. 6.) Religious
language is not “nonsense” or “meaning-
less”, he says (p. 7, 1. 2), but it is never
clear just what he thinks it is. Anything
“beyond human  understanding  plays no
part in the assertions of human beings”
(p. 143, 1. 26), which is equated with say-
ing that one cannot “delegate . . . the res-
ponsibility for the meaning of one’s state-
ments”. (P, 136, 1. 6.} Dr, Martin gives no
exegesis of what he understands by the
loose phrase “beyond human understand-
ing”, and, moreover, sets out no example
of a theological statement he thinks “ex.
ceeds human understanding”, He gives no
indication of being aware of the Thomist
distinction between “perfections signified”
and “mode of signification” or of the theory

(Continued on page sht)
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of remotion or negative differences or ana- ‘

logical predication or progortionate being
the - distinction’ and the theory expose the
radical ambiguity of “beyond human under-
standing”. And if we fall 1‘3‘acic on Dr,
Martin’s proposed equivalent, mpanmgless
{as minutely and obscurely qualified on 1%
140, 1. 24 and in “Australion Letters, Vol.
3, No. 1, (1960), p. 52, col. 1, L 27 ’if),
we find nothing but vagueness: religious
statements mean in many very different
ways” (p. 8, L 4); “bare conct‘e}vablhty or
meaningfulness” (p, 85, L 9); “to assert-a
deficiency meaningfully one must be able
to say sometling about a possible state of
affairs that would remove this deﬁmency.
When this is not done, the man merely
employs a form of words —but thh_S is too
harsh and stringent a demand”, for making
a meaningful assertion is a corqp_hcatgd kind
of behaviour” and the mnan is giving -~ expres-
sion to a feeling of uncertainty and uneasi-
ness about the world”, though “his statement
has no further meaning” than that (p. 188, 1
17 and n. 3; p. 140, 1. 20 and 1.'24; p. 141,
1. 1); “f anything is meant in such case
there tmust be some implicit reference to
one particular state of affairs . . . for the
description of which our language and ex-
erience is unfortunately unprepared
?p. 141, 1. 5); “whether or not {a person]
makes or comes close to making an asser-
tion depends upon what he .. . can do
with the words . . . no appeal can be made
to revelation or external authority .°:
[until] the question of meaning is set-
tled. . . .” (p. 142, 1L 1 ﬁ‘)} the signifi-
cance and meaning of . . . literature often
seem well nigh inexhaustible . . they
uniquely evoke [emotional responsesj . . .

the meaning lies somehow in the words,

artly exposed and partly buried.” (P. 144,
E 9 and 1. 16 and )I 93.) It is from these
passages that one is expected to gather Dr.

Martin’s theory of meaning; it is evident
that to try to understand, evaluate and

“like trying to wrestle with a ball
of fairy floss . . .

eriticise this “theory” is rather like trying to
wrestle with a ball of fairy-floss. :

Or take Dr. Martin on the theory of ana-
logical predication, the crux of natural the-
ology. If the theory of analogical predica-
tion is right; even in outline, the greater patt
of Dr. Martin’s ‘bock is wrong. Yet all we
find is vagueness:  ‘“Theologians tell us
that it is necessary to speak of God ‘ana-
logically’ and that we must mot take the

* analogies to hold strictly.” Unfortunately
they are not altogether helpful in telling us
just where the analogies are to hold and
where they are not” (p. 4, 1. 15); “if . ..
God’s goodness is not ultimately like that
of an earthly father, how does our under-
standing of the latter help us to grasp
the goodness of God?” (p. 18, 1. 13); “the
trouble with the objection is.that it takes
the analogies. with dead unimnaginative
seriousness. , ... By demanding to know
just where the analogies are to hold, the
objectors . . . to the Christian concept of
God try to impose what could only be an
over simplification. Also, they force the
analogies to the point of ridicule
theologians . . . give a great many examples
that are relevant to the analogies. Looking
at the analogies and not- the examples cian
blind one to the real light they shed.”
(P. 119, 1. 2 f.) “We arec warned that
[Divine Wrath] is only by analogy like the
anger of men, and we are never told where
the analogy holds . . . we are warned that
[Divine Love] is only by analogy like the
love of men, and we are never told where
the analogy holds” (P. 127, L. 12 ff,) Tt
is from these passages that one is expected
to gather Dr, Martin’s views on analogical
predication, a theory on which millions of
words have been written since  Aristotle.
Against the rigour and precision of half a
dozen notable works by English philo-
sophers and theologians since 1943, Dr.
Martin offers us only inconsistency (cf. p. 4
and p. 127 with p. 119), and naive meta-
ohors and ambiguities like “hold strictly”,

ultimately  like”, “dead wunimaginative

ieriousness”, “impose an over simplification”,
point of ridicule”, “real light”, He doesn’t
even reco%nise that anger is never predicated
analogically of God, as is love, but only
metaphorically (cf. p. 127, and see, gener-
ally, Farrer, A. M., “Finite and Infinite”
(1943), Pontifex, M., “The Existence of
God” (1947), Mascall, E. L., “Existence
and Analogy” (1949)).

Or take the discussion on pp. 24-25,
which fails because Dr. Martin ignares the
ambiguity of the phrase “God’s will” and so
confuses “what is willed by God” with “an
infinitely perfect intellectual appetency.”
(CF, also p. 19, 1. 19.)

Or take the discussion on p. 111, 1. 18,
which is stultiied by its vagueness as to
who is doing the identifying and locating,
man or God. Or the slack use of “ultimately
pointless” on p. 107, 1. 3; does this term
connote “false”, “necessarily false”, “tauto-
logical”, or “not necessary”? The “idea” of
living after death is said to be one “of
overpowering difficulty” (p. 123, 1. 20, and
of. p. 27, 1. 14); what does a phrase like
that, in that context, mean in the mouth of
a professional philosopher?

“TIt will be of help to sort out three sorts
of explanations,” says Dr. Martin on p. 152,
1. 7; it never becomes clear whether these
are “the three sorts”, or whether there are
others. The semi-quasi-ostensive definition
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of “theoretical explanation” on p. 154 leaves
the status of the forms of explanation on
pp. 161-163 quite ‘unclear. ‘

The nature of the Beatific Vision is stated
with such.extreme vagueness on pp. 117-118
that Dr. Martin eventually simply assumes
that it means tlhe same as “the c—iehn ee(iing

trolling higher power . . . mot & ;
(1:1(1)(121 Saingbutga feeling ]j’]}e distrust that is
assertive of the world. . .. (p. 118,133 f.)
and equates it with both the Second Coming
and the Last l'[udgement', a mult..lple heresy
flowing directly from his own imprecision
of language. (Notice the slide from p. 117,
L1tol 81top. 118 L 1to 1. 33.)

Or take the sentence “faith can be pro- -

foundly justified as well as blind”, which,
in or out of context, may refer to justifica-
tion by reason on the basis of past or pre-~
sent, or to eventual justifi i ‘
events .(cf. p.-122, 1 18 with 1 28 and
p. 128, 1 2, and the vagueness of p. 122
passim), Or take the assertion on p. 124,
1 27: “Some of the stories are of over-
whelming obscurity, ‘
incarnation. These are totally beyond our
conception,” What is it that " “overwlrelms
Dr. Martin? A contradiction? Words used
in a novel senseP Inability to visualise God
and man in one person? Ungramu’gatlcal
sentencesP Or some novel “obscurity”?. He
does not say.

Or take pp. 18 ff., which are so vague and
slack that it is impossible to decide whether
or not Dr. Martin thinks God’s goodness is
necessarily bound up with His title “Hea-
venly Fatler”, or to_discern ]'ust"why the
(ambiguous) notion “will of God” was in-
jected by Dr. Martin into a discussion of
God’s goodness as analogous to the goodness
of earthly fathers. (Cf p. 118,17 £ with
p. 119, L. 19.)

Or take all the undefined concepts Dr.
Martin _ employs- to discuss the question
“Why is. there anything at all?”, viz. forms

29

of explanation”, “causal”, “historical”’,
“theoretical”, “basic law”, “will of God”,
and compare their radical imprecision with
the rigour and acuteness of reputable meta-
physics. Ly

We cannot believe that bulls, for all that
they succeed in breaking things, are. worth
mére than the potters of fine china.

7.

The argument of “Religious Belief” is
marred by gratuitous assumptions and logical
slides. For example, take the second para-
graph on p. 18, which presents an impor-
tant argument. Notice how, by the surrep-
titious introduction in 1 16 and 1. 19 of a
demand that the theory of analogy (crudely
represented by what is really & metaphor
rather than an analogy) should enable mnan
to “grasp the goodness of God” and mot
“ffall] short of the divine perfection”, Dr.
Martin is enabled to conclude that the
theory “does not scem satisfactory”, which
means that it leaves only an “impression
that we still have someth.ing in our hands”,
which means that it is in “conceptual dis-
order”, which means that it is nothing but
“confusion and evasion”. All this because
the theory will not do what it does mot
purport to do.

Or take the slide from “logical certainty”,
to “logical vacuity” on p. 36, 1. 29 and p. 37,
L 17; this is a slide because, though the
equation is doubtless a dogma of Dr. Mar-
tin’s school of philosophers, it is in fact
highly controversial and rejected by all
Thomists (and Chapter Four is largely
aimed at Thomists). What kind of philo-
sopher is it who, when attempting to con-
fute an opponent, just assumes that the cen-
tral doctrines of his opponent are false?
Later we shall see that Dr. Martin does this
again and again, (See A, B, C, E,, G., and
H. infra.)

By a remarkable slide, on p, 125, the his-
torical and other testimony to the Incarna-
tion, the Virgin Birth and the crossing of
the Red Sea is equated with “an incredible
tale” told by a friend “about something
that happened of which he was the only
witness” and which the friend ascribes to
“somne indescribable agent”, (Itals. added.)

Chapter Seven eventually founds itself on
a distinction (probably meant to be ex-
haustive) between “statements in the faith”
and “statements outside the faith”. (P. 128.)
“When a man speaks ouiside the faith . . .
he cannot employ the authority of God
for what he says.” (P. 128, 1. 29.) This
must mean that all revealed theology is “in
the faith”, But to speak “in the faith”, ac-
cording to Dr. Martin, is to speak “ritualis-
tically”, to refuse to debate, to decline to
explain what is meant or to give arguments
for what is asserted. (P. 128, 1. 29 ff.) But
this is absurd, as a glance at any work of
revealed theology will disclose, and as the
history of theological dispute and debate
makes manifest, It follows that Dr. Martin
is confused about appeal to the authority of
God, and has given conflicting criteria for
his distinction. It further follows that his
distinction cannot be exhaustive of the
“kinds of statements employed in religious
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cation by future

such as that of the.

" vey a Full and X ion of 1
form of “Religious Belief”, Such an_impres-

language.” This makes p. 134 and the whole
conclusion of Chapter Seven largely brutum
fulmen, - ;
Notice the slide whereby the theological
“claim that theological assertions may ex-
ceed” Human understanding” (p. 187, 1. 5)

. becomes  “the metaphysical theological doc-

trine of assertion exceeding understandin
and meaning.” {P. 139, 1. 16, itals. added.

3.
“Religious Belief” contains a number of
mere loose ends. Sometimes quite important

theological arguments are introduced only

to be subsequently ignored: 'see, for ex-
ample, p. 27, 1. 20 . Sometimes less im-

portant arguments are introduced (even at.

some length) for no evident reason, and are
subsequently ignored: see, for example,
p. 58 L7 i¥ It is likely that the reason for
the apparent contradiction, between the
opinion that Calvin's “account of God's

codness is not  conceptually
%p. 57, 1. 12 ff.) and the opinion that the
statement “God is perfectlfr good” is “logi-
cally incoherent” (p. 17, L. 17, and p. 18,
1, 8), lies in Dr. Martin’s failure to examine
the meaning of
otherwise than as “God is necessarily good”;
it is the assertion on pp. 17-18 that he does
not follow up. The reference alleged, on
p. 40, 1. 27, to have been made to Anselm
is non-existent.

*

What we have so far said still fails to con-
accurate impression of the

sion can only be gained by reading the
book.-and oﬁservin'g -how the - argument
moves haltingly from paradigm case to
aradigm case, its principal analytic tools
{J“meaning", “logically incolierent”, “under-
standing”, “conceivable”) blunted by am-
biguitr and its’ subject-matter (‘key theo-
logical concepts” or “religious statements of
the sort . . . that deserve the very general
classification ‘Christian’”) distorted almost
beyond  recognition by ' omission, mis-
statement and mis-understanding.

We propose now to examine the matter
of “Religious Bellef’, This is important, be-
cause, some philosophers are proud .of their
notion . that they are "phiﬁ)sophers,_ not
scholars”. In our view, that.is a false anti-
thesis, of a kind that academic theologians,
in general, are not prone to accept.

‘We shall exarine the eight primary con-
tentions made in “Religious Beﬁief”.

A.

1t is difficult to state Di. Martin’s first
main contention clearly; he announces that
he is going to show that both “God is per-
fectly good” and “God is the source of all
moral value” are “logically incoherent” state-
ments (pp. 17-18). But i;is discussion wan-
ders over more than forty pages, becoming
confused with collateral” discussions about
God’s will and the “necessity” of God's
oodness; premises have to be ferreted out
orty pages after the reasonings that depent
on them; the whole is aflicted with an in-
precision of thought and expression of which
the rhetoric on the concluding page (p. 63)
is only a sample, The point of the argu-
ment can probably best be shortly indicated
as: attempts to found morality on God, and
to make God’s qualities different in kind from
human qualities, must end in vacuity and
contradiction, (Cf, p. 17, 1. 6; p. 18, 1. 10;
p. 63, 1. 10; p. 25, 1. 6.) We s?lall have to
try and state in clear (if not essentially un-
ambiguous) propositions the -arguments

which Dr. Martin expresses so unclearly,
(i) In any conceptual system (e.g. the
notion of God), any part which
cannot be “scrapped” without
“scrapping” the whole must be a
definition, (P. 61, 1. 2 ff.,, cf. p. 21,

.24 and p. 26, 1, 4.)

Theologians say that God is wholly
and invariably good, [At this stage
of the argument it need not be de-
cidgd whether this means the same
as “God is necessarily good”.]

Therefore God is defined as good.
(P. 21, 1. 24; pp. 25-26 passim.)

But theologians say that all moral
judgements require justification in
terms of the will of God. (P. 21,
112 {f; p. 24, 1. 3.)

Thus good is defined in terms of
oo, o ganec gigmms ©

Theologians are thus involved in
{:ugu)larlty and vacuity. (P. 25,

Theologians try to break the circle
by saying “Read the Bible, pray,
and learn of Clrist.” (P.” 25,
I, 18 f.)

But Christ, too, can only be judged
to be God if He is first judged to
be good. (P, 25, 1. 27; p. 26, L. 8.)

This argument founders because its pre-
mise {(i)) is ambiguous and, in the sense
that Dr. Martin takes it, false, There is a
distinction between nominal and explanatory
‘c}eﬁnitions. A definition of a circle might be

a perfectly round plane curve”; this re-
veals the proper use of the naine “circle”.
But one can also affirm that in any circle all
radii are exactly equal; but now one is no

(viii)

- confused -

“God is perfectly good” "

longer talking merely ‘of names—one 18
mal%ing assertgions about the objects which
names_denote. The inclusion of such an
assertion transforms . a I}qminal definition
into an explanatory definition. In the con-
ceptual  system (exﬁlanatory definition) of
the circle the equality of ‘t‘he radii cannot
be “scrapped’ ~without ~scrapping the
whole system; but the equality o the radii
is no part of the nominal definition; it does
not relate simply to- the use of the mame
“circle”, but is descriptive of the object de-
noted by the name. There is.no absolute
distinction, such as Pr. Martin - assumes
(p. 26& 1. 4), betwe(en “definition” in genaral
.and “description” (an n
“desoriptionl?’ on p. 40, n. f:) If“propomtmn
(vi) is to be true, “Jefined” in (11,}) and (v
must mean “nominally q‘eﬁneq . But mno
orthadox theologian, gives, AGod is (per‘iject)
good” as a nominal definition of God. “Ged
i (perfect) good” is, if anything, an ex-
lanatory , definition containing an assertion
?claime to be justified by reason) over an
above the nominal definition of “God {e.g.
as self-subsistent being). That is why, for
example, in the Summa Contra Gentiles
there are_twenty-five chEcLIpters between the
nominal definition of Go agd the assertion
that “God is goodness itself”. Aﬁez making
that assertion, Agquinas uses God | is
ood(ness)” as an explanatory definition.
imilarly . with -proposition (v); it is very
doubtful whether many tl},eologmns use
“Goodness is what God wills” as a nom‘l‘.nal
definition of goodness, Thus, to attack the
perfect goodness of God” Dr. Martin would
lhave to attack the assertions about the nature
of an existing being which an explanatory .de-
nition includes over and above the nominal
definition of that being. But that would in-
volve Dr. Martin in an examination of, the
reasons people have for making assertions,
which is something he never gndertakes
(even in Chapter Nine). Dr. Martin, in fact,
scems content to assume that the reasons
eople have for making staterents and the
ogic behind statements, are 11‘r(~‘zjevant. to
the status of those statements as “meanmg-
ful” or “meaningless”. He appears to think
that, if he knows that a statement lgns been
made (“God is perfectly good”) and,
further, that that statement is such  an
important part of a comp!,ex concept that
its denial means “scrapping” the whole con-
cept, then that is all lie needs to know in
order to be able to fit the statement into his
exclusive and univocal notion of “delinition”
and to' pronounce authoritatively on_ its
“meaning”. Such a view is contradicted by
common-sense ' and ‘by his own doctrine,
which he' applies  when " convenient, that
meaning 15 ‘related above all to what the
speaker does with and infends by his words
(cf. pp. 141-142)). More important is the fact
that 'll1is viéw is also contradicted by the
metaphysicians whose other notlons he is
surporting to refute, a fact which makes his
](disguisec) assumption ubwarrantable and
unscholarly. o ‘ ‘
Proposition (viii) falls with proposition
(vi). o
It is worthy of notice that proposition {iv)
should properly read “But ¢ few theologinns
L. T is . doubtful whether propoesition
(vii) is true of any reputable theologian,
for it manifests a very cavalier attitude to-
wards the separate (though not wholly in-
dependent) disciplines of natural and re-
vealed' theology.

B.

This contention is closcly reluted to A,
supra. It is that God cumot be the ground
or source of all moral value, (CF, p. 17, 1. 17;
p. 24, 1. 3; p. 26, 1. 12 ﬂ{ This vague con-
tention is not clarified by the scanty citations
on pp. 26-27, and is otherwise rendered as
ethics and theology must be independent
(cf, p. 27, 1. 2) and “the objeetivity of moral
values” is not “somehow dependent upon
the existence of God”. (. 32, 1. 2.) Ilow
does Dr. Martin arguc this contention?

(i) By “source of moral value” theolo-

gians niean:

(a) source of the means of living a
goad life; rewarder of good and
punisher of evil (p. 28, 1. 5 {L.);
and/or
creator of the Inman neods
and capacitics on which right
and  wrong  depend  (p. 28,
L 28 1F; p. 29, L 11 {F); and/or
(¢) lawgiver (p. 29, 1. 28 {L.); aund
(d) creditor (as creator) with ab-

solute rights founded on in-
debtedness, fl’. 30, 1. 27 (f;
p. 31, 1. 20 L)

But theologians want to mean more

than (i) (a) (p. 28, 1 15).

And th.enlo;,ri;ms want to mean e
than (i) (b) (p. 29, L 25).

In any ease (i) (b) is compatible
with a non-theistic moral system,
since the moral law could always
read, “Given nature X, then A s
the right action, and given nature
Y, B is the right action”, in which
%avi God “does not figure”, (12, 29,

(h

~

As to (i) (c), any woral law-giver
would have to be judged as good
y laws we already accept hbefore
men could accept his law. (P. 31,
1. 30.)

If (i) (d) is relevant, then at
least one moral principle (viz,
debtors have obligations to credi-
tors) is not dependent for s
‘ validity on the divine will.

Let us first take proposition (vi). The
truth is that (i) (d) is not relevant, being

(Continued on page seven)
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wholly founded on an inexplicably perverse
interpretation of the cited
Summa Theologica. The oddity of Dr. Mar-
tin's interpretation may be seen by follow-
ing up the cross-reference which Dr. Mar-
tin omits to mention. (8.T. I, 105, 6, ad 1.)
We believe Dr. Martin’s interpretation to be
unprecedented and indefensible.

Propositions (iv) and (v ) should be dealt
" with together, since it seems impossible, in
the Thomist scheme (with which Dr. Mar-
tin is here concerned), to separate. (i) (b)
from (i) (c¢)—indeed, Dr. Martin- makes
not the slightest attempt to justify the dis-
tinction he draws between them. Nor does
he try to say what he means by “moral law”,
beyond that it “does not imply a lawgiver”.

(Need notP. Cannot?) (P. 81, 1L 27.)
Thomist moral theory ‘arrives at: the follow-
ing notion of moral ;virtue:” “That which
makes the man who has'it ‘good, and makes
the thing he does good, by making him act
according to his nature, ie., according to
reason.” (ST, I-II, 71, 2, Resp.) This
makes no mention of God; but since natures
are natures because God mads. them so, to
deviate from them is the same thing as to
contravene the rule laid down by Gof in the
creative act, The rectitude of the human
will (of which “good”. is the object) is
thus measured af once by its accord
with the divine will and by ifs accord with
reason. Dr. Martin may disagree with the
Thomist view, but if so he ought to state
it and give reasons for his dissent. Ag it
is, proposition (iv) begs the question “Why
is man’s: nature as it isP”, and ignores the
foct that the Thomist assertion that God is
the ground of moral value is an answer to Dr,
Martin’s question “How does God figure in
[Thomist moral theory, which can be
roughly stated in the X: A, Y: B form]?”
~—au. answer which goes behind Dr. Mar-
tin’s easy “Given nature X . ..” Certainly

r. Martin’s :hypothetical moral formula is
non-theistic in form (so are Thomist for-
mulae); but Thomists go one step further.
The Thomist (explanatory) definition of
moral value in terms of God’s will (or God’s
reason or the eternal law? is certainly com-
patible with (cf. p. 29, 1. 15) a system:of
non-theistic moral statements—but to prove
his point Dr. Martin has to show that that
definition is either false or contradictory.
Since he does mot even attempt to do ths,
he fails both to convict the Thomist asser-

tion that “God is the ground of all meral
value” of logical incoherency and to sub-
stantiate his own view that God cannot be
the ground of all value. And proposition (v)
has no plausibility apart from Dr. Martin’s
lamentable obscurity about the word “law”.

(Sce p, 31,1, 25 f.) . Law, as Dr. Martin’s
- opponents use, the term, is.a.rule of ac-
tivity. God is the author of all activity, and
s the ultimate law-giver, Hluman nature
has its own rule, its own peculiar inclina-
tions, and it is this law that “we already
recept”, by ,means of . a. study of man’s
nature, God’s nature is quite another mat-
ler, and our judgment that God is good is
founded on quite other considerations, viz.,
on the goodness of being qua being. Since
Dr. Martin ignores afl these contentions,. pro-
position - (v) collapses,

Proposition (ii{ is true. ‘Proposition (iii)
Is unsubstantiated and probably founded on
the incorrect distinction Dr. Martin makes
between propositions (i) (b) and (i) (c).

The supplementary argument on p. 81,
L 12-19, for what it is. worth apart from the
futile proposition (i) id), hardly needs
comment, In the first place, it just evades
the point of S, Thomas™ argument in S.T. I,
04, 5 and I, 105, 6 ad 1, which is to the
effect that a divine action whicl, in a human
being would be Satanic, must, by the neces-
sity of God’s nature, be perfect for the
very reason that it is God who is acting,
rather than Satan or a man. No theologian
cvor denied that apparently direct opera-
tions of God’s will might seem evil to us
(at least in the sense that we might seem
to bo, in some way, injured by them): S.
Tlhiomas” contention is that objectively such
operations cannot be evil—and in order to
confute S. Thomas Dr. Martin has no right
to assume just what S. Thomas has argued
to be finpossible. Nor, in the second place,
has praise any necessary connection with
praiseworthiness: he wﬂo praises is ex-
pressing his appreciation, rather than making
a judgment, of some manifestation of good-
ness or rightness, The judgment that “God
is good” (praiseworthy) is not an empirical
hypothesis like “Hitler was bad”, and can-
not be divorced from the theological reasons
which lead to its formation. The assumption
that God’s will is uninformed by His reason,
and the allegation that Aquinas speaks as if
this goodness were compatible with doing “a
vicious tlring” (see p. 143, 1. 21 ff.) are
nothing short of absurd.

C.

Chapter Four is almost the longest in the
Twok, and looks profound and complex. It is
concerned to show that “God is necessarily
good” is logically incoherent, and the argu-
ment, in its essentials, is simple.

(i) InS.T. I, 25, 3, Aquinas may mean

either:

{a) God is not at all likely to sin
(p. 34,1 23; p. 35, 1. 5 {I.); or

(b) God cannot be conceived of as
sinning (p. 35, 1. 7).

(ii) But (i) (a) is insufficient to estab~
blish the necessity of God’s good-
ness.

(iii) In (i) (b) Aquinas may use "C‘Ilod”:

a) as a descriptive term with “God
is ‘all-good” as part of the
meaning-instruction, in which
case “God is good” is true by
logical necessity (or by defini-

passage of the.

tion}, 'but the necessity relates
“only to the use of the terms
“God” and “good” (p. 40, 1. 23;

pp. 41-43); or e
(b) as a' proper nmame, in the sense
of a_ naming-instruction (as- de-
fined on p. 54, 1. 16 f.; p, 44,
1.-15 and, ostensively, on pp, 44-
54 passtm), in which case “God
is good” may be in a sense nec-
. essarily true. -But the necessity
.in_no ‘'way applies to the heing
(if amny) named “God” (p. 56,

1. 29 iF.); or ey
as a proper name in the sense
of p. 54, 1. 10-15 (and p. 40,
1 24; 8 43, 1 27 f.), in-which
case “God is good” states a mat-
ter of fact and [so] can-.be
denied  without contradiction,
(P. 43,1 27 fI,; p. 44,1. 4.) In
R this case (i) (b) is false. :
(iv) In fact Aquinas attempts to use
“God” in -all three ways' at once,

~“which results in confusion and con-
* tradiction. -~ (P. 44, 1. 6; p. ‘40, 1,
25. ‘

(c)

It is immediately evident, when the argu-
ment of the chapter is stated clearly, that
everything depends on (iii) {c). If proposi-
tion (iii) (c) is right, then' Aquinas is re-
duced to vacuity; if (iii) (c) is wrong, then

iv) is wrong, and (i survives ' un-
scathed, It is worth noting that Dr. Martin’s
arguments for' (ill) (a) -and (iii)- (b

which are both, broadly, true and trite) an

iv) occupy him for twenty-four pages.
There is no argument on behalf of (iii) (c),
Not one word, (iii) (¢) is stated as an axiom,
as a self-evident truth. “Religious Belief”,
which purports to be an analysis of meaning,
proves itself to be little more than an essay
in empiricist dogmatics. For in order to con-
found the Thomists Dr. Martin just asstimes
the truth of a proposition which (as any
metaphysician since at least the time of
Hume would be the first to admit) brings
metaphysics (all metaphysics, not just the
question of God’s attributes) to an abrupt

end. “There are no necessarily true existen-

tial propositions,” says Dr. Martin, as if he
were saying 1 + 1 = 2. All the thousands
of words in Chapter Four amount to little
more than smokescreen for the bluster, “any
matter of fact can he denied without contra-
diction”. That assertion may be popular in
the Philosophy I class in the University of
Adelaide, but does Dr. Martin think that
theologians and philosophers who have writ-
ten hundreds of thousands of words con-
testing the " assertion. need take even the
slightest notice of & baok that is founded,
without amplification or apology, on that
assertion as a dogma? On p. 18 Dr, Martin
says: “In the course of my argument I shall
kry to present a possible ‘positive account
o['y God’s unique goodness ‘that is 'not in con-
ceptual disorder. Those theologians who will
reject it will have the task of adding to it
or replacing it with something other than
coiifusion or evasion.” In truth, those theolo-
gians need not raise their eyes fiom their
own work to answer this amateur; all they
need say is. “Go away and read our hooks,
and if you disagree with them tell us why.”

" How hollow the words on p. 62 now
sound: “In the face of our argument [the
theologians] will give not an answer but
a -mystery,  and we are supposed to feel
somehow, in some way answered,”—which
might almost serve as an epitaph for “Re-
ligious Belief”, ‘

Perhaps we should say something about
the Incarnation (bearing in mind that Dr.
Martin’s introduction of the question into
a discussion of natural theology is highly
inappropriate—most theologians simply do
not do what he says they do). Dr. Martin
discerns here “a contradiction of an irreso-
luble sort . . . Christ can be concetved to
have been other (that is, not good) than he
was, yet as God it should be not just false
but inconceivable that he should have been
not good”. (P, 40, 1. 16 and, verbatim, p. 62,
1. 19.) This is really nothing more than a
play on that ambiguity in the use of proper
names which Dr. Martin himself explores on
p. 54. The argument for the Incarnation
could be stated as follows:

(i) It is conceivable that there might
have been only (not-good) men in
Palestine in A.D. 30.

But a coincidence of historical
claims, prophecies, promises,
miracles and virtues, coincident in
one being, lead us to believe that,
in fact, God was in Palestine in A.D.
30, as a divine person with a human
nature,

(ii)

It is inconceivable that that one
being, Christ, should have bheen
otherwise than he was in general
moral character, for he was God.

Thus, although it is conceivable that every
man in Palestine in A.D. 30, including any
man named Jesus, might have been examined
and pronounced not-good, nevertheless that
conceivability has nothing to do with the
person of the Christ who was in fact there.
“We can conceive to have been different
from what in fact it was every individual
thought, word, action, capacity and - dis-
position” (p. 63, 1. 5) of every being in
Palestine in A.D, 30—but only if we have
already rejected the judgment of fact in
proposition (ii) above. Presumably Dr.
Martin rejects that judgment, but he does
not discuss it, and we need hardly listen to
him until he tells us what is wrong with it.
(The “clear analogy” on p. 40, 1. 7. is thus
not shown to be any analogy.)

Much more, of interest peripheral to the
main argument, could be said about Chapter
Four, The “hidden ambiguity” which Aqui-
nas is alleged to “play upon” (p. 34, 1. 25)
is nothing if not a product of Dr, Martin’s
imagination—S.T, I, 25, 3 could hardly be
less equivocal. That passage, which Dr. Mar-

(iif)

tin. quotes on p, 88, is, furthermore, in no
sense Aquinas “description” of “the nature
‘of God’s goodness™ as Dr, Martini alleges it
to be. (P. 56, 1. 32; p. 33, 1. 5.) Buit if he
had referred to Aquinas’ real answer, to the
question “What is the nature of the differ-
ence between God’s qualities and the quali-
ties of menP” (p. 83, 1. 2), Dr. Martin
-would have had to evaluate both the wvig
‘remotionis and the principia per se nota, and
that he always avoids. And if we.had space,
we would comment further on the anthropo-
morphi¢ notions of God which Dr, Martin
entertains .on p. 43, 1. 12 ff, and p. 586,
L'11 f., and on the easy assertion on p. 46
1.'8-9, which should have been accompanied
by’ some contention ‘about theé status of

Exodus'3: 6, 13-15 and 6: 2-3.

| D.

Chapter Five begins with the words: “Re-
ligious people may feel impatient with the
harshness of argument -in the last chapter.
.+ . They may claim that religious experience
is a way of knowing God’s existence. This
claim must now be examined.” {P, 64, 1. 1.)
The chapter ends with the words: “In the
previous chapter difficulties were found in
typical notions -of the qualities of God.
No Catholic theologian and few Protestant
theologians would ‘claim that religious ex-
perience could resolve problems of this con-
ceptual sort.”” (P. 94, 1. 6, emphasis added.)
Chapter Five is, nevertheless, the longest in
the book. oo

E.

Chapter Six begins with the slack sen-
tence, “People sometimes look forward to
life after death as a means of settling ques-
tions concerning the existence and nature of
God.” (P. 95, 1 1.) “Settling questions”
when? now? or after death? Dr, Martin goes
on' with further ambiguity: “Theists ‘who
I6ok to theé life to come must . . . establish, in
the first place, that survival is at least con-
ceivable. Secondly, they must show that it
actually takes place, and, thirdly, they must
sliow that survival, if it takes place, proves
the existence of God.” (P, 95, F 6 f£.) Thus
the scheme of Chapter Six is confused as
between people. who “look forward ‘to”
their. own life - after death.to - justify their
religious beliefs after their death (the vast
majority of Christians); and people who cite
the alleged survival of other people to justify
their . own religious ‘beliefs here anc{ now
(and who and where are such. people?).
Life after death is:used as an apologetic
far less frequently than Dr, Martin would
have us believe. :

But is survival of an identifiable being
logically conceivable? Dr. Markn, though he
never says so, appears to think not:

(i) - Personal identity may be founded

.on

(a) the continui
(p. 96,1.9f.), and/or

b) “memory and the capacities of
mind or heart” (p. 97. 1, 20).

‘University . Magazine;. p.
Dr. Martin’s -argument on' pp. ‘96-105 shows
.that Tidentifiability”, in the sense of the cor-

of the Dbody

that -inference, but if so he must say why.
Instead he just assumies proposition (i),
which, far from being exhaustive, does not
include even the normal theological view of

.the foundation of personal identity, viz., the

immateiial but substantial human soul. Theo-
logians would agree with propositions (ii)
and (i), which deal with questions of
ide’ntiﬁabiiity (though (ii) is stated with
extreme imprecision).’ But the apparent con-
nection between ‘propositions (1), (ii) and
(iif) and .proposition. (iv) is founded on a
ratuitious confusion of . “identity”  with
‘identifiability”. "{Cf. alsv Martin, C. B.,
“Reply to Dr. Rennie”, [1960] Adelaide
62, 1. -10).

relative of our ability to give definite names
to observed beings, is largely .a matter of

;verbal legislation  (which is not surprising);

but his argument does not touch the ques-
tion of “identity” on the level of the real.
Theologians claim that_the soul is an: act
and, like all act, is not directly known to. us,
but is to-be inferred from its effects, Dr.
Martin’s whole argument rests on the (con-

cealed) dogma that “only that exists which

can be perceived by ‘the senses or. in -con-

.Sciousness”. This doctrine may be true, but
-every theologian believes it to be false, and

if Dr. Martin is to go beyond a mere debate
with lhimself he must state and refute the
theological case. Any child can see that if
anything is to survive the death of a man it
must be something that subsists by itself,
i.e., a substance. Thus if Dr. Martin is even
to begin discussing religious belief he is
bound to examine the facts and inferences
on which the existence of a substantial soul
is said to rest. And no theologian regards the
soul as identical with the person: why, then,
does Dr, Martin just assume that the two are
identical? Proposition (v), too, is based on
the unargued assumption that there is, in
fact, nothing about a person which survives
change per_accidens. As usual, Dr. Martin
has assumed what he set.out:to prove, and’
has ignored theology.

Similarly with Dr. Martin’s diséussjon, on
pp..107-118, of the question, “Can I, myself,
survive death without a. body?” (P. 108,
1. 5.) From the beginning, Dr. Martin fails
to recognise that that question, to which he
thinks a theologian would (wrongly) answer
“Yes”, is in fact too vaguely. expressed to
permit even a theologian to give an affirma-
tive answer without making the considerable
qualification that a disembodied soul - is
praeter naturam, an incomplete species. Dr.
Martin - ignores.- the - theological distinction
between “the soul’s intrinsic ‘independence
of the body and its extrinsic dependence on
the body, and so assumes that the theological

theory of personality is as slack as his own.

His discussion = (which is as obscurely ex-
pounded as any we have ever encountered)

- runs as ‘follows: i

(1) /Catitrary to first impressions, it is
" “‘impossible really to-imagine { clear-
ly) the disembodied state, (P, 108,

L16 fi.; p. 111,1 81 &),

:(ii) Thoughts,- judgments. and decisions
are- identifiable primarily in terms
of the individual, who “by his inner
speeclh  ‘or overt action thinks,
judges and decides”. : Thus the in-
dividual cannot be identified by his
thoughts, judgments and decisions,
(r. 111, 1. 16 f1.)

2

“dogmatism and assumption at the

heart of the problem . . .”

(ii) But (i) (a) is not true, for a change
of body need not affect memory,
hopes, loves and sensitivity, and
thus does not change one person
into another. (P, 96, 1. 18 if%

And (i) (b) is not true, for no
state of consciousness could reveal
their true identities to identical
people with identical memories. (P,
98, 1. 5.)

(iii)

Thus “identity” is largely a matter
of verbal legislation (p. 97, L 15;
P 105,1.29,1 12; p. 99, 1. 81), and
‘the soul”, which is to be eqguated
with “the person”, is a verbal model.
(P. 98, 1 18, 1. 10; p. 99, 1. 30.)

Thus “I am the same person that
I was” is either false, or necessarily
“false, or tautological (p. 106,
1. 8 ff.), since to say “I did X and I
‘amn doing Y” is really (as distinct
from verbal legislation) false be-
cause the person who is doing Y
did not exist at the time of X,
(P. 108,1. 16 f£.) : :

It is thus “pointless™ to insist that
there must be a_something that is
continuous and identical in this life
that will survive into the next, and
if the notion of personal survival
rests upon this insistence then it also
is “pointless”. (P. 107, L. 1 f£.)
The first thing to notice about this argu-
ment is that the orthodox theological notion
of personal survival does not rest upon a
mere insistence that there must be an (un-
specified) “something” to survive. It is
based (apart from questions of revelation)
on a factual proposition of rational psycho-
logy, and is an inference from the organic
energy of man together with his ability to
form abstract concepts. It is that the “frst
act” of the human person is an immaterial
substance. Dr. Martin may well dissent from

()
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(iii) Thus, since an individual is observ-
able, he cannot be identified in a
disembodied state, (P. 111, L 26 4F.)

(iv) Disembodied existence is not “men-
tal life without a body”, (P. 118,
Ls5#f)

(v) Disembodied existence is not “a
series of experiences and intellectual
Frocesses without a body”, (P. 112,
. 31 to p. 116, 1. 29.)

(vi) The concept “soul”. has not, and

cannot be given, any content.

(P. 116, 1. 80.)

Theologians agree with propositions (i),
{iv) and (v), which are all given a good
deal of discussion by Dr. Martin, Proposition
(iii) plays on the ambiguity of the term “an
individual”; it assumes. that there is no
suclr thing as a subsistent soul as the form
of every “individual”, and becomes tauto-
logous. - 1t assutnes, too, that God, like man,
cannot directly know immaterial ‘substance.
Proposition {ii), too, . fust. - assumes a
psychological theory that people in fact
think and judge by means of “inner speech”
{ whatever that is) or “overt action” {which
doesn’t explain much) and not by means of
a rational substantial soul, By the time we
come to proposition (vi) we have been
waiting for twenty-two pages for Dz, Martin
even to notice the theological concept of
“soul” ag an immanent principle not to be
identified with the whole “person” or “indi-
vidual”. How is he going to deal with this
“key _theological concept”, which he pro-
mised us he would examine? (Cf. p. 6, 1, 13.)
It is worthwhile quoting every word Dr.
Martin says on the matter: “The suggestion
that the concept ‘soul’ may be employed to
provide a principle of individuation requires
that this concept be given content. I do not
see any way ot doing this,”

(Continued on page eight)
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The rest of the chapter, discussin “the”
relevance of survival to knowledge of God
need not receive extended comment. Briefly,
it hangs on the following grave heresies, al-
leged (with no attempt at substantlatlgn)
to be held by “theologians” (allP or most? or
someP or just Dr. Martin?):

1)  God will be known “by means of a
® kiud of introduction”. (P. 117, 1. 5.)

God is hidden behind a wveil or
closed door. (P. 117, 1. 6.}

God will be known by signs.
117, L 28)

(i)
iv) Men will feel “in the grip of a
() higher power”, (P. 118, 1.2, 1. 33.)

The only sentence in these pages (%p 117-
120) that'is even prima fdcie signilicant 15
p. 117, 1. 10-11. But even this cannot be
applied to knowledge of God without 2
prior examination, which Dr. Martin (llqes
not attemnpt, of the nature and pOt,Cl’ltlallt'l(;:S
of the human intellect, and of God’s partici-
pation in the intelligible being of creatures.
The phrase “no idea what it would be like
to ...” is one of the foundations of Dr. Mar-
tin’s theory of meaning and gf'loglcal POS-
sibility (p. 151, . 28 fI.), and is just vague—
does he want a picture? Or something os-
tensive (“like knowing an old friend”)?
Why? (and of. G. infra.)

F.

Chapter Seven begins V\_/ith a quadruple
ambiguity which Dr, Martin never appears
to recognise: “Sometimes religious people
speak as if a _man might have faith as a
substitute for his statements having mean-
ing. It is thought that the act of faith is.a
source and even a definitive source of Ignow,-,
ledge. This claim must now be gx{tmmed.
(P. 121, 1. 1.) But “this clmr_n is really
four quite separate claims; (i) v’vylmt“I
believe gives meaning to what I say’; (ii)
“the fact that I believe gives meaning to
what I say”; (iii) “my l)eliqymg gives me
further knowledge”; (iv) ‘“my believing
gives me all my knowledge”. It never be-
comes clear which, if any, of these claims
Dr. Martin is discussing.

The most exact statement that can be
made of Dr. Martin’s main argument runs
as follows:

(i) The stories believed by religious
people are of “overwhelming ob-
scurity” (p. 124, 1. 27 f1.);

The stories “have weight only” he-
cause of the authority of the “story-
teller”, God (p. 125, 1. 6 {f.);

(iii) We often believe what we can 01'11y
obscurely understand, by appealing
to authority (p. 125, 1. 25 {F.);
(iv) In the case of appeal to human
authority it is always clear “what
sorts of things” wauld discredit the
autherity (p. 126, 1. 5 iL.);
(v) But in the case of [divinc faith]
(a) the stories believed are “past
the understanding of all crea-
tures” (p. 126, 1. 21), and

(b) we have “no criterfa for what
would be or would not be its
justification” (p. 126, 1. 23);

(vi) Therefore religious faith is “pecu-
liar” (p. 124, 1. 23)

(vii) Therefore religious faith is “difli-
cult” (p. 126, 1. 24) and “intellec-
tually suspect” (p. 135, 1. 1),

Proposition (i) is slack (though more

tightly expressed than Dr. Martin’s p. 124,
1. 28 lo p. 125, 1. 2); what “obscurity” there
is in the stories cited relates not to the events
recounted but to the wltimate (not the ap-
parent) character of divine intervention in
nature. Proposition (i) is false as regards
the stories cited, and, contravy to Dr. Mar-
tin’s implication, would be adyanced by no
reputable theologian, However, in ovder to
keep the argument afloat a little longer, it
may be taken as applicable to “matters of
divine fuith”?, such as the nature of the
Trinity. Propositions (iii) aud (iv) are true.
Proposition (v) (a) is slack; if it means
“whelly past the understanding”, it is false;
if it means “ohscure” in the same sense as in
(iil), no “peculiarity” about religious beliel
is demonstrated, for in the case of cach
particular obscurely understanding person it
is a matter of indifference whethier or not
any other fruman persons understand (since
ev hypothesi the motive of his belief is
authority ). Proposition (v) (Db) 1is slack;
justification may relate cither to the motives
of credibility (reasons for, in this case, put-
ting faith in the anthovity in the first place)
or to some future justifying or “unjustifying”
event. If Dr. Martin intends to refer to mo-
tives of credibility, then (v) (b) is false,
since the original reasons for putting faith
in the authority of God are all open ta the
normal rational tests and can be shown to he
good or bad; that is what apologetics is
about, If (as seems likely in the light of the
examples given in support of proposition
(iv)), Dr. Martin intends to refer to some
future justifying or “unjustifying” event,
then the onus is on him to show that the
possibility of some such event is necessary to
the reasonableness of any belief based on
authority. Since he makes no attempt to dis-
charge this onus, he cannot be allowed to
play on the ambiguity of proposition (wi);
he has succeeded only in showing that
(divine) faith is “peculiar” in the sense of
“not like faith in huwman authority” (which
everyone knew before he started), and he
has wholly failed to establish that such faith
is “peculiar” in the sense of “queer” or
“difficult” or “intellectually suspect”. This is
yet another case of much cloudy talk at the
peripheries, disguising dogmatism and as-
sumption at the heart of the problem.
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The latter part of Chapter Seven is given
over to Dr. Martin's “sympathetic” attempt
to give faith some respectability, as a form
of purposive ritualism. (Cf. p. 128, 1. 7 ff,
p. 129, L. 6 ff, p. 130, 1. 11, p. 183, 1. 27.
Since, as we have shown, he failed in his
attemnpt to prove that faith is not truly
respectable, there is little need to examine
his sympathy for what stands in no need of
sympathy. We lave already commented
briefly on this part of Chapter Seven, (See 7.
supra.) There is no absolute distinction,
such as Dr. Martin postulates, between
statements “in” and statements “outside the
faith”; the appeal to God’s authority is not
shown to be unjustified or to be analogous
to the dogmatism of politicians and moralists
who will not rationally consider arguments
brought against their position (cf. p. 184,
L 10); “the challenge” (p. 134, L 31) has
been answered, and the assertion on p. 135,
L 4 is shown, on reflection, to be indeed the
insult it seems at first glance,

G.

The important part of the argument in
Chapter Eight runs as follows:

(i) In the mouth of a cave-dweller who
has never known anything but sha-
dows [and who has no reason to
believe in the existence of anything
but those shadows], the sentence
“We mistake shadow for reality” is
meaningless because he cannot say
“what it would be like to apprehend
reality”. (P. 188, 1. 6 {I.)

In the mouth of an Englishman
“Ips comsupst mebow” is meaning-
less, even though an eaves-dropping
Martlan could give it meaning.
(P. 138, 1. 30.)

In (i) it is thus irrelevant that an
caves-dropper who knew both sha-
dow and reality could give the sen-
tence meaning. (P. 138, 1. 28.)

In the mouth of someone [who has
no releyant rational reason for be-
lieving what lhe says], the sentence
“we continuously mistake appear-
ance for reality” is meaningless
becanse he cannot say “what ag {)re—
hending reality would be lﬁce”.
(P. 189, 1. 3 [f.)

Thus no collection of words is a
“statement or assertion” unless it
“makes sense” to the speaker, and
the fact. that somcone else could
“give it sense” 'is irrelevant. The
words must be “used in such a wuy
that they have sense”. (P. 139,
L 23 [, p. 142, 1. 2.)

“No contrast, no meaning.” (P. 139,
L 12, 1. 33; p. 140, 1. 20.)

Thus “when the meaning of utter-
ances s in question, no appeal can
be made to revelation or exlernal
authority”, and nothing can be as-
serted that “excecds human under-
stainding”, (P, 142, 1. 3; p. 143,
1, 27.)

The passages in square hrackets in pro-
yositions (i) and (iv) have been inserted
})y us to indicate a Feature about Dr, Martin’s
paradigm cases which e omits to mention
when he is drawing his conclusions fromn
them. This conmnon feature (arbitrariness,
or want of rational reasan) means that Dr.
Martin’s argument is really in the following
lorm: [where X is “inability to say what P
would be like” and Y is “lack of reason for
asserting P”, and 7 is “meaninglessness”,

then
X+Y leads to Z
therefore X leads to %)

which is false. In other words the exclusive
reason  tlmt Dr. Martin gives lor  the
meaninglessness ol (i), (i) and (iv) is not
really cxclusive, and he fails to consider
what ellect a rationul reason (good or bad)
for making them has on the meaninglulness
of assertious, He fails to show that there
is an absolute gap between the meaning-
fulness of one’s statements and the reasons
one has for making them. He fails to meet
the point made by F. G. Copleston in_his
paper, “The Possibility of Metaphysics” in
[1950] Proceedings of the Arvistoteliun Soctety
(but then, Dr. Martin does not mention
works by orthodox theologians after 1949).
Thus, also, proposition (iil) and the first
part of proposition (vii) lose their point.
Proposition ](v) becomes wholly ambiguous,
since it assunies that the meaning af “makes
sense” has been already decided, which is
not so, What “gives sense” to an assertion?
Dr. Maztin’s answer, “ability to say what it
would Dbe like if the assertion were true”,
is not the only answer, (Proposition (vi) is
included in our exposition of his argument
because the history of contemporary Anglo-
Saxon philosophy makes it a priori likely that
Dr. Martin’s tallk about “No contrast, no
nmeaning” is meant as a general statement
applicable to all “assertions”.  But that is by
no means certain; there is complete ambi-
guity on this point because Dr. Martin has
selected a hypothetical sentence which itself
contains an assertion that there is a contrast,
viz., between “appearance” and “reality”.)
Quile another answer to the question “What
gives sense?” is given by modern theologians
whom Dr, Martin should have considered—
see, for example, Copleston, I, C., “Contem-
porary Philosophy” (1956) pp. 87-102. And
if it is just asserted that something cannot be
referred to nnless one is able to say “what
that something is like”, even when there
appears to be a good reason for referring to
that something to the exclusion of something
else (c¢f. “no contrast, no meaning”), then
one is entitled to ask “Why not?” Dr, Martin
does not say why not; he ignores the most
significant tﬁeological studies of his subject-
matter, and he ignores the fairly obvious

(ii)

(iti)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vil)
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consideration that the reason one has for
uttering a proposition by means of certain
words has a great deal to.do with “what one
is doing with those same words”—which is
his own test of meaningfulness (see p. 141,
L 30). If there are reasons advanced for
saying “God exists”, it is-a little hasty just to
reply “You cannot say what it would be like
for something to exist mecessarily, and you
have therefore failed to make any assertion;
your words must be either an ‘obedient
mouthing’ (p. 141, 1, 32) or just giving ‘ex-
pression to a whole complex of feelings and
ways of looking at the world” (p. 140, 1. 26)
or a ‘hunch’ (p. 142, 1. 25).” ..

Thus, since ‘the explanations in (i) and
(iv) are not: shown to be exhaustive, it fol-
lows that (v) begs the question “What does
‘make sense” mean?”’, (vi) is ambiguous,
(iii) does not arise
that, for the reasons offered in z and (iv),
the speaker does not know what he means;,
and (vii) is consequently unproven (in so far
as it is relevant, and in so far as the un-
analysed phrase “appeal to revelation” has
any one clear meaning) in its first part
and begs the question (“Can reference
be truly or falsely made to anything of
which the nature is not understood?”) in
its seecond part.

The wagueness and superficiality of Dr.
“artin’s treatment of - heuristic scientific
solutions (on p. 142, 1. 25 to p. 148, 1, 11)
can be observed by comparison with B. J. F.
Lonergan’s “Insight” (1957), at, especially,
pp. 33-69, 103-139 and 696 ff.

H.

Chapter Nine attacks Thomism, as fol-
lows:

(i)

Y

It is meaningful to say

(a) “There are just five stars”, and

(b) “they are passing out of exis-
tence”, and

(¢) “when_ the last has ceased to
exist there is nothing at all.”

(P. 147, 1. 28.)

It is thus possible to conceive what
it would be like for nothing to exist,
and it is not logically impossible that
there was a time before which there
irvns nc{:lghing. (P. 148, 1. 1 £, p. 151,
.31 i

‘

- (i)

Aquinas’ Third Way asserts: “If a
thing is possible to be and not to be,

~ then at some tine that thing is not.”
(r. 151, 1. 7.)

But at any particular time it is pos-
sible that, e.g., someone should stand
and also that he should remain
seated. (P. 151, 1, 18.)

Therefore not every possibility need
be actualised. (P, 151, 1, 17.)

Therefore the Third Way is untrue
and  muddled  in  its premises.

(P. 151, 1. 3, 1. 27.)

The only trouble with the principle
of causality - is that it is not a
demonstrable truth, (P. 151, 1. 24.)

(viii) Since we can couceive what it
would be like for nothing to exist,
God’s ecxistence is not logically
necessary, (P, 151, L. 28 ff.)

Proposition (i), on which this argument
against Aquinas is founded, just asstunes that
the first principles of Thomism are false.
The basic contention of Thomism, exhaus-
tively argued in the fivst chapters of Thomist
works on ontology and theodicy, is that it
is no more meaningful to say “when the last
[star] has ceased to exist there is nothing at
all” ((1) (e)) than it is to say “this circle is
square”—for Thomists argue that both asser-
tions contradict the first principles of reason,
lmgnage and being, wviz, here, the prin-
ciples of Sufficient Reason and of Contradic-
tion, respectively. As Dr. Martin obscurely
recognises (p. 147, 1. 27) this is not a
guestion of visnalising, und Tlromists go on
to argue that the meusninglessness of “a
squuare cirele” and “something becoming no-
thing™ is in both cases founded on violation
of an ontological and logical principium per
se notwm, Dr, Martin doubtless does not
accept these principia (as a philosopher, at
least) but what does he think he is achiev-
ing by assuming that they are false before
launching his attack on S. Thomas, whose
whole work rests upon them? Dr. Martin, on
po 147, twice uses the phrase “it seems
meaningful”, and immediately concludes to
“it 4s meaningful”, which just evades the
dispute between his view and the view of
the people he is trying to refute. Proposition
(ii) is thus a wholly arbitrary assumption,
and proposition {viii) is unproven.

The confusions of propositions (iv) and
(v) might have been avoided if (iii) (which
is not a direct transeription of the Dominican
Tathers” trauslation ) lllad been more accur-
ately worded as “When the non-being of a
thing is possible, there is a lime when it does
not exist” or “that which is capable of not
existing at some time does not exist” or
“what is able not to be may be reckoned as
once a non-being” {(cf. Gilson, E,, “Chris-
tian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas”

1957), p. 69; Copleston, F. C., “Aquinas”

1955), p. 119; Gilby, T., op. cit., p. 56.)
TFor proposition (iv) is nothing more than a
play on the equivocality of (iii) (taken in
Dr. Martin’s paraphrase and in isolation from
all  Thomist thought) as between the
capacity of a “thing” to do an act and the
capacity of a thing to be (in-act-of-being).
Aquinas’ assertion in (iii) refers, to use
scholastic terminology, to “objective potency”
(the capacity of a mere possible to exist
or be in-act-of-being ), whereas, in (iv), Dr.
Martin assumes that the reference is to
“subjective potency” (a capacity to act, in a
subject that is already existing). In the
original Latin Dr. Martin’s mistakes are

(iii)
. ‘(iv)

(v)
(vi)

(vii)

(for it (pre—supposes .
i

obvious: he takes “esse” to mean “fieri’; he
reads ‘zquod” as if it meant ‘more,”hert‘a,
than “ens quod”, and he reads “omnia™ as if
it meant more, here, than “omnia entia’,
Proposition (v) is thus true, but does not
meet Aquinas’ point, And indeed (a) as far
as individuals are concerned, a possible
action may of may hot be realised, but (b)
what - is possible for a species of infinite
duration miust inevitably come to pass, other-
wise the word “possibility” is vain as applied
to that species. Therefore, if non-existence
were possible for all beings, consxdqred as
forming one sole species; all beings (i.e., the
species) would at some time cease to exist,
Dr, Martin may disagree with ( b), but he
deals only with (a), and (D) is the peint
Aquinas is making, (See Gilson, E., op. cit.
p. 69 and Pt. I, Ch. III, n, 46.)

It is difficult to know what to make of
proposition (vii). No Thomist ever asse};ted
that the principle of causality was a de-
monstrable trut%”——it is a principle alleged
to be known per se, to be self-evident once
the meaning of its terms is made clear. By
sinply saying that the’ principle’ is not
“demonstrable”, Dr. Martin cannot claim to
have shown that there is any trouble wit
it. ’
Thus, by ignoring the fundamentals of
Thomism, Dr. Martin fails to show that “the
kind of necessity that could be proper to
God” (p. 152, 1,'2) is not logical and meta~
physicaf It becomes unnecessary to con-
sider pp. 152-158, in which Dr. Martin tries
to give some other sorts of “necessity” to
God’s existence. Contrary to the clear (but
unargued) implication of p. 146, 1. 2 and
p. 154, 1. 26, theism is not just a hypo-
thesis in answer to the (vague) question
“What are our most ultimate explanations of
how the world is as it isP”, and “the urge
to say we must stop somewhere” i§ not just
“what cosmological forms of argument feed
upon”, The last part of the chapler (P%' 159-
163) is almost too vague to be sensibly dis-
cussed, The scholastic divisions of “cause”
into “material”, “formal”, “eflicient” and
“final” causes, and the further categorisa-
tions of “efficient cause”, were not made for
fun—yet Dr. Martin, quite without argu-
ment, replaces them all with “explanation”,
by which “in irreducible and various ways
we organise and.order features of the world’s
activity”, (P. 163, 1. 8.) The “theistic_form
of explanation” is, throughout, wrongly as-
sumed to be in terms of “God’s will” or
“God’s command” (p. 162, 1. 30, p. 159,
L. 17 fi.; p. 160, 1. 13). This “explanation”
has always been denied by Thomists (cf.
Mercier, D. Card., “A Manual of Modern
Scholastic Philosophy” (1916), pp. 422-
496); The “points” on pp. 161-162, far from
being “of the greatest importance to theistic
forms of explanation”, are thus redundant
and imrelevant: that God’s will is always
effective - is not' a “law of nature” or
“just a fact about how things happer’” or
“just the way things are” (itals, added)—
rather it is an inference from a considera-
tion of the logically and metaphysically
necessary nature of a necessary being whose
existence is inferred from the fact that
things are; it is not founded on a considera-
tion of, or an attempt to explain, “how
things happen” or “the way things are”.

*

We thus conclude that those lgcunae in
the formal scholarship of “Religious Belief”
which we noticed briefly in the first part
of this article (see 1. to 8. supra) were nol
mere quibbles but have their counterparts
at the heart of every argument Dr, Martin
advances. Scholarship and philosophy are
not antithetical, and the l)oot is seen to be
an eloguent if unintended testimony to the
grievous consequences of any attempt to
discnss  theology without knowing much
about it. “Religious Belief” is a hook which
might have proved more of a credit to this
university it there had been, in the Uni-
versity, an academic theologian to Iet the
author, as a professional colleague, know
when he was attacking a real theologian and
when le was merely routing an impotent
man of straw.

—J.M.F,
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Death
and
guilt

Robert Parsons

Although little is known of the complex
€&uses precipitating suicides, some interest-
ing data on the relative propensity of various
sGcia) and racial groups for suicide has come
to ligt, :

For instance, with respect to religious

society (in Western civilisation) the suicide
rate jg lowest among Catholics, The French
sociplogist Durkheim believes that this is
ecayse Catholicism- closely integrates the
individual into the collective life, “Catholic
sentiments and beliefs seek to relieve the
individual of puilt, make all sins expiable,
establish an intricate hierarchial system of
tther substitutes and an ingenious poetic
image of the mother.”

Protestantism’s rate is high and is corre-
lated with the high state of individualism
there, In Germanic countries the suicide
rates are hi%?—this may be a result of
religion, Lutheranism and Calvinism throw

guilt feelings back on the individual and
make frustration general with no compen-
sating helief in the religious sanctity of such
things as poverty, humility and celibacy.
While the sociologist tends to regard
sunicide potential in terms of lack of integra-
tion of tﬁe individual into society, the psytﬁm—
analyst thinks in terms of the fears, anxieties,
frustrations, loves and hatreds engendered
in the individual in childhood by the family
environment, For example, where through
excessive mother-love, father rejection, in-
feriority induced by siblings, the individual

is ‘mot readied for responsible adulthood

according to the mores of the society he is to
participate in, the suicide potential of the
individual may be very high.

The more widely accepted view today in
psycho-analysis is that suicide is most often
a form of “displacement”; that is, the desire
to kill someone who has thwarted the indi-

vidua]l is tumed back on the individual -

himself,

However, most sources now believe that
suicidal hehaviour is a combination. of -the
individual emotion-structure laid  down. in
infancy and the degree of social integration.

The search for material security is such
an overwhelming obsession for much of man-
kinel at the present that it seems interesting

- to enquire if its fulfilment produces the peace

of mind imagined hy the searchers.

In 1956 the suicide rate in Sweden was
I o every 4,460 of the population, in
Denmark 1 to every 4,431, These two
countries have very hiigh standards of living
— Denmark is probably the most highly

organised welfare slate in the world—yet:

these suicide rates are very high ones—
more than twice as high as the English rate.
~ Similarly, it has been observed in the

- United States that suicide rates are relatively

kigl among the highest income groups; and
that the rate of Negroes is very low com-
pared to whites. There is obviously mo
correlation hetween Negro underprivilege
and suicide—rather the stresses placed on the
Negroes seem to have sirengthened their
will to live.

Allied to this is the fact that the national
sulcide rate decreases in times of crisis—
e.g. war and revolutions; and in religious
groups in times of religious persecution,

‘This weakening of the will to live under
conditions of material well-being and peace
seems in accord with the following passage
from Dostoevsky’s “Notes from Under-
ground.”

“Does not man perhaﬁs love something
besides well-heing? Perhaps he is just as
fond of suffering? Perhaps suffering is just
as great a benefit to him as well-being? . .. I
think man will never renounce real suffering,
that is, destruction and chaos.”

He then suggests that although man is a
creative animal, he wants incessantly to
indulge in the creative process, without
regard to the result,

Drostoevsky concludes: “May it not be that
he loves chaos and destruction because he
is instinctively afraid of attaining his object
and? completing the edifice he is construct-
ingP”

World

premiere

The Adelaide University Theatre Guild is
proud to announce that it has obtained the
world premiere rights for Patrick White’s

play “The Haem Funeral”’, which will be-

produced at the Union Hall from 15th-25th
November, Inspired by William Dobell’s
painting “The Dead Landlord”, “The Ham
Funeral” is Patrick White’s first excursion
into the field of drama.

Students will be entitled to seats for “The
Ham Funeral” at half-price. They may now
also obtain applications for Guild member-
ship in 1962 (available from Miss Beryl
Pearce, at the Vice-Chancellor’s office) at
the student concession rate (which works
put to only 2/8 per play).

Guild membership for 1962 will also en-
title students to preferential seats at a
reduced rate for the 1962 Festival of Arts
production of Bernard Shaw’s “St. Joan” in
the Bonython Hall,
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This is the news from the A.B.C.
read by (inaudible).

Here are the headlines.

Australia may join the Common
Market. This was disclosed by the
Prime Minister (Mr. Menzies) .in a
! Eeech in Canberra today. at is
thought to be a world record for an
air disaster was set up today in
America when thirteen . aeroplanes
collided simultaneously over New
York. No Australians were among
the injured but press reports - dis-
close that an airliner which narrowly
avoided being involved in the acci-
dent may have carried a passenger
bound for Sydney. Oil Eas been
discovered near Birdsville in south-
western Queensland. The commer-
cial future of the strike is reliably
described as “interesting.” Australia
generally has had the coldest day
for three ‘weeks, temperatures being
as much as two degrees below :the
seasonal average in some places.
From Tasmania comes a moving story
of dramalic rescue. ;

Australia may join the Common
Market. This was disclosed by the
Prime  Minister (Mr, Menzies) i1 a
speech to the Australian Capital Ter-
ritory Branch of the Primary and
Secondary Industries Association’' of
Australia” in ‘Ganberra today. . The
Prime Minister (Mr. Menzies) was
the guest of honour at the inaugural
dinner of the Canberra Branch of ‘the
Association, Speaking © to  those
present he said-that Australia might
join the Common Market. The
future. economic and political ‘de-
velopment of Australia could depend
4 on world trends and world trends
could depend on’ Australla, said Mr.
Menzies (the Prime Minister). Mr.
Menzies (the . Prime Minister) went
on to disclose that although much
concern had been caused by the re-
cent proposal that Great Britain
should e¢nter the Common Market, le
(Mr. Menzies) did not share these
doubts. . Australia, he (the Piime
Minister) said, always had and
always would take an independent
line on matters affecting her own
vital interests. The present situation
was no exception., Great DBritain
havin iven the lead, ' Australia
shoulg fo’ilow. There was no reason
in principle why the concept of a
British Commonwealth of Nations
should not be expanded to mret ‘the
changing needs of the day and come
to include an economic union of non-
English-speaking peoples, “After
all,” asked the Minister for External
Affairs (Mr. Menzies), “how many
of the inhabitants of India, Pakistan
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or New Guinea speak English?” Such
a Common Market of Nations would
be above sectional rivalries and he
(the Prime Minister). (the Minister
for External Affairs) would hope to
see South Africa early admitted to
membership. Asked if lie had any
comment to make, Mr, Calwell (the
Leader of the Opposition) is under-
stood to have expressed: the view
that the United Nations Organisa-
tion should ' be invited to join the "
British Commonwealth,

What is thought to be a world .
record for an air disaster was set up’
today in America when thirteen aero-
planes collided simultaneously - over
New York. The cause of the coin-
cidence is unknown.. No civil air-
craft were known to be in the area
at the time. No military aircraft
were known to be in the area at the
time either, but a spokesman for the
Pentagon pointed out that military
aircraft travel so fast nowadays that
it is not easy to say where they are
at any particular moment, Inquiries
are proceedings. According to eye-
witnesses there was a terrific crash.
The number. of dead and injured is
reliably feported to be 'enormous,
certainly 2 new American and world
record for the number of dead and
injured .in a single air disaster, No
Australians were' among the. casual-
ties but press reports disclose that
an airliner which narrowly avoided
being involved in the accident may .
have carried a-passenger ‘bound for
Sydney. The airliner, a. B.0.A.C.
Comet, passed through the fatal area
“an hour before the crash occurred
cartying 'a Mr. Rawicki Dimitri-
poulos who gave his destination as
Newcastle, Informed sources dis-
close  that Mr, Dimitripoulos ‘may
havé been referring to Newcastle,
New South Wales, in which case he
is ' confidently ., expected to pass
. through Sydney at some future time.

This news comes to you from the
" ABC. . ‘ )

Qil has heen discovered near
Birdsville in south-western %ueens-
land. This was disclosed today by
the Premier of South Australia (Sir
Thomas Playford) in a speech to the
South Australian Branch of the
Primary and Secondary Industries
Association of Australia in Adelaide
today. Speaking to those listening
he said that oil had been discovered

near Birdsville in south-western
Queensland. When asked if the
Queensland Premier (Mr. Nicklin)

knew of the discovery, Sit' Thomas
Playford (the Piremier of South Aus-
tralia) said he thought not. Birds-

The entertainer

by
Desmond Roman

The University Theatre Guild turned once
more to a modern playwright for their
penultimate production for 1961: John
Osborne, whose well-known play, “The
Entertainer,” will continue at the Union
Hall until Saturday, 16th September.

This is a curious play; one must not be
misled by Osborne’s satiric asides on the
beliefs of the three gemerations portrayed,
for he really gives a most penetrating picture
of ‘the miserable existence, made endurable
by gin, cked out by the low comedian
Archie Rice, and his menage. There is very
little action throughout, except for the inter-
ludes at the music hall itself, which provide
some splendid comic relief. In his depress-
ing digs, Archie’s deliberate spiritual isola-
tion and callousness, to protect himself from
the world, bring him into conflict with his
more sensitive children, who have not their
grandfather’s pride with which to "¢over

themselves, This conflict leads to endless
petty squabbling and argument, which is
pitilessly observed, The difficulty is to make
interesting for 8 acts such pettiness, because
of its very reality and correspondence to
life; ~ At times the play rises to glorious

'heights of incoherence (this is not para-

doxical; the impossibility of adequate com-
munication is endemic in the situation
presented). On the other hand, there are
too many long passages of fruitless argument
in alcoholic haze., The moral is there to
be picked up, but one needs to wade through
a lot of verbiage to find it; the interesting
possibilities of the situation are omly hinte
at, not realised.

“The vital character is, of course, Archie,
and fortunately Peter Goerecke excelled in
the part; his synthetic smile and revolting

- bonhomie in the music hall scenes really

made one squirm. As Billy Rice, the old
“has been” with nostalgic memories, John
Edmund (who also produced) successfully
substituted at the last minute for John

. Hammond. However, Tina O’Brien’s por-
~trayal of Jean Rice lacked conviction; she

just looked too nice a girl to have been

" drinking steadily already on the way home

from London. The interesting and imagina-
tive set (by Lewis Stenson) showed up

" weaknesses in miming technique in several

Pleasant music hall tunes by
played by an orchestra under
ad)éed an authentic touch,

of the actors.
Donald Gray,
his direction,

- and helped round out the production.. . |
Tuesday 19th

ten and one half oo
minutes ' i

. exploit the oil strike on a commercial

had left his home after breakfast to ’

-seized-up engine.

. cial circles as”“interesting.”

‘were alerted and public - authorities

ville is. a- well-known tourist resort,
particuarly famous for its track and g
its  dependable .climate. Sir Thomas - -
assured’ his audience that care wotild
be taken to preserve these. local
amenities  if it proved feasible - to

scale. Informed sources disclose that 1
in- Brisbane the general feeling is
that if oil has been found at Birds-
ville “it indicates nothing but, the
nearby - presence of a jeep with a
The extent of the
strike is unknown but is believed at
present to consist of ‘a large patch
of oily sand, The implications of the
discovery are described in commer-

Australia generally lhas had the
coldest day for three weeks, tempera-
tures in some places heing as much
as two degrees below the seasonal
average. This was the case in Syd-
ney, where several passers-by in the
main _shopping areas were -inter-
viewed by special correspondents for
the A.B.C. Several people expressed
the view that it was quite chilly for
the time of year, but others dis-
agreed. . Reports from other urban
centres were similar, although a note
of light relief was provid%d by a
Melbourne man who said that for
the temperature to get within two
degrees of average was regarded
locally as a miracle,

g}és news comes to you from the

A moving story of dramatic rescue
comes from Tasmania today. Early
this afternoon the Hobart police were
telephoned by the wife of a local
Bshernian who said that her husband

ro - fishing, promising to return for
unch, and had not come hack. : Units
of ‘the Army, the Roynl Australian
Navy and the R.A.AF. in -the area

and many local inhabitants joined in i

the search. Passengers on T.A.A. ]
and Ansett-A.N,A. air services were
asked to scan the sea as they passed
ovethead and to point out to the
captain of their aircraft anything
which looked like a fishing vessel in’
distress. After an exhaustive search
lasting many hours the missing hoat
was eventually discovered moored in
its usual place in Hobart harhour.
The owner was drinking beer in a
nearby public house listening to
AB.C. accounts of the progress of
the search, By tea-time this evening
the happy couple were reunited, and
so, as the old saying has it, “All’s
well that ends well,”

To G.N.B.

Each man is alone in the scethe of the tide,
The curve of a child’s warm cheek

The palm of a woman’s hand

The soft, sad note of night-

Keenin

The hrittle gleam of a long-dead star.

Alone with the snap of the dead dry stick,
The crisp of the dead dry leaf

In a spring of lushness,

The death of dull dry faces

Everywhere

The slight cold rain in slivers.

But the dead dry stick can blossom
Wit fires of red and gold

And the crisp pale leaves hreak

From the death of their compassing husk
And eyes of strangers kindle

Warm

With the pool of love at their feet.

Each man in his soul is alone,
Dead, with no hope of light

Till a quickening spill of laugher,
Lofve's light bright searching fingers
Soft.

Wake the life of the pulsing heart.

Quick, young and hright are you,
Quick with the mellow sun -

In flashes on your hair.
You, easy to hurt as a warm shelled thing
Cradled. - ’

To you, Love comes and stays.
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a spot N
we damn N
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CORRESPONDENCE

Dear Sirs,
With a good deal of effort, I managed
to wade Atlhroug]l the atticle entitled “Lov

TR ; Aah " by M.

“Sobolewski which you, Sirs, saw [t to print
in the last cdition of “On Dit.” The only
.reason that I can think of for your printing
the article is that you have promised to
print all the material given to you,

I say, with careful thought, that I
nmnﬂged to wade through the article be-
cause never beforc have I read so much
irrelevant rubbish in a student newspaper,
let alone “On Dit.” :

I also read, with great interest, the article,
referred to by Mr. Sobolewski, by Miss
‘Godwin in the previous edition of “On Dit.”
My impression after reading Miss Godwin's
article was that in the short time she
had with the visitors, her impressions were
the same as my own (I'm going gaa gaa,
Mr. Sobolewskil) and T spent many more
hours with them than did Miss Godwin—
I should say that I was privileged 1o spend
many more hours with them,

Mr. Scholewski’s article is concerned with
delending the “hombastic” md “rude” ques-
tions asked of our “guests.” Ile has written
many words aboul these queslions, about
his impressions of the situations contained
in these guestions and abave all s shown
“his knnwicdgc of Communist writings by
telling us, for example, who paraphrased
who and where these words origiun]fy came
from.

Nearing the end of Mr., Sobolewski’s dis-
sertation, 1 came, at last, upon the para-
graph in which he gives his reasons for
”pricking" the balloon of courtesy and good
manners.

Ile says, and I quote, “Not merely to
acquaint the Russian students with the
unﬁmrrussing truth . . .” I doubt whether
it was necessary to do this. The sentence
would have been more accurate if the word
“merely” had been lelt out.  (If Mr. Sobo-
lewski disagrees with this, he is sadly mis-
informed.) Even students would know the
truths,  Mr, Sobolewski then goes on to
say that the balloon was vricked to remind
the Miss Godwin type of the facts.

It is obvious that Mr., Sobolewski is the
typical, lazy type of student who waits for
somicone else to arrange a meeting of this
type and then rises and wvoices his opinion
of Communism, ete. If Mr. Sobolewski is
so interested in informing the masses of
the disaster of Communism, then he has
every opportunity. No-one is stopping him
arvanging such a meeting, In fact, I would
be the first to encourage him, This Univer-
sity could do with a few ore “thinking
undlergraduates,” and meetings of this type
are the best means of achieving this.

What I co object to is the fact that so
many people walk around with the mistaken
opinion that any person from Russia wants
to, or is able to, defend every move that
Mr. Krushchev has made and every ideal

that Communism holds. Flow many Aus-
tralians would be prepared to support every
move made hy the Commonwealth Govern-
ment, White Australia, for instance, or, on
the other hand, how mauny Russians would
be prepared to endorse tf;e latest decision
of Mr. Krushchev to continue nuclear tests,
when they know that their lives are endan-
‘gered by fallout? Mr. Sobolewski would
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do well to think along these lines for a
change. ‘ ‘

The questions asked.of our guests were
not embarrassing to - them, but they were
embarrassing to the Miss Godwin type, and
1 am glad they were. For, it was only
the Miss Godwin type who knew the guests
and knew that they were not interested
in politics, ete, but were in Australia to
learn of Australia, to mect the people of
Australia and to go home with good impres-
sions of the people they met. If Mr.
Sobolewski (or his colleagues) doulst this,
then I strongly suggest that they talk with
the students who Jooked after the Russians
during their brief stay in Adelaide.

Of course there is the possibility that we
are all wrong and Mr, Sobolewski Is right,

Yours, ete.,,

R. D. CAMPBELL.

Creative

Dear Sirs,

IFor the first time, next year, the Australian
Arts TPaculty hopes to produce its own maga-
zine and has entrusted the conception of
tho child to Adelaide University’s Arts
TFaculty.

"This, I assure you, is & great honour which
nierits a large number of contributions (es-
says, poetry, articles and slort stories on any
subject) from the many (so we are led to
believe) intelligent and creative students in
this University.

Surely, they will ind no trouble in dashing
off some graceful trifles which will compare
favourably with those from other creeper-
covered halls of learning., By the end of
December, pleasel

Aspiring artists, too, are notified that they
may gain everlasting Fame by designing a
cover for the magazine which should have a
large circulation,

All contributions and cover designs are
to be submitted to the Editor, Jan Finch,
whose address is 190 Cross Road, Malvern
(ph. 7 5633) no later than December 27 and
much earlier if possible.

: Yours ete.,
JAN FINCH.

UNIVERSITY OF ADELAIDE

UNION
DIARY
1962

Late copy for this publication will be
accepted until Friday, 22nd Septem-
ber, at S.R.C. office.

Copy submitted later than this date
will not be included In the Diary.

Editor: John R. Slee, Esq.
Business Manager: Miss J, P. Pearson.

Tuesday, 19th September, 1981.

Original singst

The programme for the Film 'Soc‘iety for
the rest of this term is as follows:—

Sept. 20-21—Les Miserables.

Oct, 4-5—One. Summer of Happiness.

11-12—Horsefeathers.
18-19—12 Angry Men.
25-26—Sound and the Fury.

All “the performances are in the Union
Hell starting at 12.5 p.n. and finishing
before 2 pam.

‘The film “Les Miserables” is on 16 mm.
and because of the reduced cost of present-
ing it there will be no chirge for admission.

‘One Summer of Happiness” is one of the
many great films made by the Swedish
director, Ingmar Bergman,

“Horsefeathers™ is a classic Marx Brothers
film of the 1930’s when that great comedy
team were at their peak, ‘

“12 Angry Men” is directéd by Sidney
Lumet, '

A jury adjourns on a murder cas¢ about
which there seems little doubt. To every-
one’s surprise one vote of “not guilty” is
entered on the count. The dissenter ex-
plains that while he is not convinced of the
man’s innocence, he is equally unsure of his
guilt, The others are generally reluctant

. persists.

“dissente
bl‘ing
doubyg
niot the
to be;
clequate,

-examine the issues but the -
o The subsequent discussio™®®
to the surface issues which throww
on the prisoner’s guilt. The knife 18
unique weapon it has been assux,'(le
the evidence is shown to be ind Qouht
One by one the jury men ﬂdnllt.too inions"
Among the last to ‘change their rIeru dis
we find a man with a deep racial Perwn;‘p
and a perverted sadist.. Finally eV ised 5
conviction is shaken and the acC Iy
acquitted,

The film is taken from the 01‘igilial tceol“‘
vision singst.and las some blg 1 3; frer‘i.
vincing naturalistic ChamCtensa-tlonsztuatiosl
look at some vivid and real life 52 )'“S
and settings. - The whole -action tak_ess ils ace
in: the jury Toom and the emphaSi ’11it'0{1
character and the interplay of pel‘S?n‘ gy,
From their indifference to true mora rgsl’{"ﬁl—
sibility (one is anxious to get t© m)fll
game; niost have. digested -only tllle/P S
cutor’s analysis of the facts), t11cyn§rc
one by one drawn into a tighter inve> Vcil ent,
a quickened interest to discuss fl.‘le‘k‘l'“lh.
The general tension and slow bre@ n(OWn
of the circumstantial evidence is eXc€ femlly
contrived, and with the. exceptiox3 ©Of the
sadist, the acting is easy and conciSe€.

The “Sound and the Fury,” with whid
we conclude the year, is a fairly recent fii
(U.S.A. 1959) of the dee South. lti
based on the novel by Faulkner.

THE PUBLIC

career opportfunities for

Male or unmarried female British

unjversity graduate or undergraduate.

CADET ARCHITECT

CADET PATROL OFFICER

undergraduate.

under 35 years, with leaving certificate
or undergraduate,

annual increments of £55.

o
Canberra, A.C.T.,

by  26th August, 1961,

Tpe—

Papua and New Guinea

CADETSHIPS

'CADET EDUCATION OFFICER

February, 1962, with leaving certificate including English, or equivalent, or

Male British subjects under 24 years on 28th February, 1962, who are
undertaking full time training al a university or a-diploma course at an
approved technical college in appropriate faculty.

CADET AGRICULTURAL OFFICER

CADET 'VETE'RINARY OFFICER CADET FOREST OFFICER
Male British subjects under 24 years on 28th February, 1962, who are
undergraduates or matriculants for appropriate faculty.

) C_O_-OPERATIVE OFFICER-IN-TRAINING
Single male Brm§h subjects 18 years but under 24 years on 28th February,
1962, with leaving certificate or equivalent . or university graduate or

CLERK

Male or unmarried female British subject 18 years (male), 21 years (female)

APPLICATIONS ACCEPTED FROM STUDENTS SITTING FOR
RELEVANT QUALIFYING EXAMINATION THIS YEAR.

Male Female
Single Married

Under 18 years £646 £1,222 £614
At 8 £859 £1,222 £791
1 19 £945 £1,222 £842
v 20 ,, £1,027 £1,222 £88S
” 21, £1,110 £1,260 £930
. 22, £1,160 £1,310 £980
' 23 ,, and over £1,210 £1,360 £1,030
Subsequent advancement during training to a maximum of £1,320 (uan-

married male), £1,470 (married male),

Graduate clerks will receive not less than the following rates:

Full details of eligibility, training and opportunities for advancement are
set out in a special “Careers with a Challenge” handbook, while informationy
about Papua and New Guinea and its Public Service is given in a Public
Service Information Handbook, available from:—

@ The Department of Territories, Canberra or Sydney;

@ The Commonwealth Public Service 'Inspector in your capital city;
e Any Commonwealth Employment Office;

o University Appointments Board. A

Other enquiries to the Department of Territories, Canberra (phone 7 041 1
extension 29A). *

Submit on special cadetship application form available from offices
mentioned under “Further Information”, quoting-— ~ ‘;

ADVERTISEMENT No. 20
The Secretary, Department of Territories,

=2 SERVICE OF

young men and womemn

subjects under 24 years on 28th

CADET ENGINEER

CADET SURVEYOR

CADET VALUER

or equivalent, or university graduate

or £1,140 (female) p.a. is by two

Single Married
Minor Adult Minor Adult |
Male £1,162 p.a. £1,265 p.a. £1,322 p.a. £1,415 p.&. |
Female £1,020 p.a. £1,085 p.a. |
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AS THAT SPORTSMAN POLONIUS SAID

The Women’s Basketball Club had a
fairly " successful year, as three of its five
ttms reached the final four, whilst a fourth
¥a$ put cul on percentage, All three lost
. the preliminary finals, The “B” team,
With only six players owing to the vacation,
fought to draw their match, and lost only
wter 3 [fth quarter.

A successful innovation this year ‘was to
have o night practice for the “A” and “B”
s, and it was found thaf the practices
¥ere much petter than last year. In the

St part of the year we were fortunate in
having My, Buckingham to coach the top

t¥0 teams, This made a great difference

10 their play, and was especially useful in
Preparing for Intervarsity,

The Intervarsity Carnival was held in
Brisbane during the last week of the August
vdcation,
England teams * were unfortunately unable
10 come, there were only five universities
tWieting,  Adelaide finished second to
Melbourne, followed by Sydney, Hobart and
‘Prishane teaws in that order. ~The standard
o play was much higher than last year,
ad ayost of the nmtcxﬁes were very close,
K thougly Melbourne, whiclh has won the cup
lor the last three years, was never close to
f losing, .

I'wo of the Adelnide team, Joan Allister
: md Rosalind Lawton, were chosen for the
omlined teamn, and Diana Brookman was a
reserve,  Yaan was named as the outstanding
palshooter of the Carnival, while the Syd-
ey defence goal, Margaret Rankin, was the
best .player,  The combined team, which.
included” Bve players from Melbourne, two
lom Flobart and one from Sydney, defeated
e Queensland State team, 13 goals to 6.

The DBrisbane Intervarsity was one of
the most enjoyable ever, and we are grateful
10 our Captain, Alison Golley, for making
it 0, Next year the Carnival will be held
in Mellourne, and we hope that this time
 Adelaide will defeat Melbourne and win
e cup once again., :

»‘

Rugby

- With the end of the season drawing nigh,
itis perhaps time for an interim mEort on
the state of affairs in the Rugby Club.

Jolmny Rosewell has been Club Captain
this season and has led the “A” team into
Wwp position in the final four. On Saturday,
September 2, the “A’s” soundly plastered
| their old rivals, Woodville, 19—6 and so
lhvy seem highly likely this year to repeat
- heir 1960 effort of “becoming Premiers.
[tis in part the aim of these notes to urge
peoﬁ)lu to become spectators for the grand

round of the competition. Rugby
henefits greatly from' having spectators on
- the sidelines—it takes very little effort to
get there and is a most rewarding afterncon’s
. etertainment,  So, how about turning out
next Satorday to see the “A’s” in the last
match before the grand final.  As well as
o oxciting line-up of 15 University stars,
johnny O’Keefe will be there.

Two other University teams, Lincoln and
Aquinas, reached the final four, but we
cannot, unfortunately, report this of the
L ‘D", “C's™ or St. Mark’s,

The “C's” suffered greatly this year
through not having the same team in any
two consecutive matches, They had little
chanee to develop team work through having
their numbers depleted continually in order
that the higher teams migh be filled.

The “B’s” also suffered considerably from
this disease.

However, both teams have had a good
- eason, with matches on the whole being
pretty even, and after all, the great thing
i not to have won but to have fought, and
fouglit well, as the bard would have it.

The turn-out to practice has not been
mwod this season and we have suffered, no
doubt, from lack of coaches—perhaps the
| [ormer prablem arose because of the latter
- —hut anyhow, it is Grand Final now, so in
ending let me just reiterate my appeal for
plenty of enthusiasm.on the sidelines, and
gotl luck to the “A’s”,

Women’s

Hockey

After rather an erratic season at home
in which we just managed to scrape into the
semi-finals, wi  surprised ourselves
ahsolutely ~flabbergasted  Melbourne (who

. thonght they had it in the bag) by winning
the Inter-varsity hockey in Brisbane.

The matches, played on the fast, even
University Relds, were, on the whole good,
smetimes even inspired. It was noticeable
that the Adelaide side played an unconvine-
ing, patchy game against weaker teams, but
combined ~well when faced with stronger
ol;position. Whereas throughout the season
we had “been- relying too much on the
defence, in this series the forwards came
gootl and played an attacking game.

g

As Perth, Canberra and New -

and

Qur scores were:—

Adelaide defeated W.A., 4-—1,
Melbourne defeated Adelaide, 5—2,
Adelaide defeated Tasmania, 5—1,

Adelaide defeated New England, 4—2. .

Adelaide defeated N.S.W,, 2—1.
Adelaide defeated Sydney, 1-—0. .
New Zealand defeated Adelaide, 3—1.
'Adelaide defeated Queensland, 5-0.

The last two days were crucial for ‘us.
W.A., bribed and encouraged from the side-
lines by Adelaide, beat Melbourne, which
gave us:a one-point, advantage. In the
aecidin% match on the final day we defeated
Queensla
Sydney, the 1960 holders,

The story of the cup is quite interesting,
It was used hy us before the official pre-
sentation to drink the champagne of vic-
tory, There its tale becomes a little dis-
connected., It arrived at the dinner - in
three pieces, was formally presented in one
picce and thereafter mysteriously disin-
tegrated again. . The dinner itself was. a
success: the food, rete., was good, the
speeches were good and  the songs ~were
good. We can’t think why, but in spite
of our raucious voices they called us the
team “with the delicate air.” But our crown-
ing glory came with the announcement of

‘the all-Australia side to play the Queens-

land State team and New Zealand, Adelaide
was represented by Mary Chapman “and
Phyl, Clarkson, and the selectors’ choice of
our captain, Marg. Jude, as captain of the
combined side—a fitting tribute to her fine
leadership, enthusiasm - and outstanding

ability—delighted not only us, but all the
“other teams as well.

] The teamn lost to
Queensland, bnt held the hitherto
defeated New Zealanders to a draw (1—1).

In spite of the accommodation—Yungaba
Migrant Hostel was not exactly commeodious
—we managed to. store up some pleasant
memories of Brishane: visits to “The QOasis”
aud Mt Couttha, pineapples (one pine-

apple in particular), the inevitable Surfer’s .

Paradise, the novelty of getting sunburnt
in the middle of winter and finally, the
friendliness of the people who obligingly
supplemented the scunty bus service from
the University, and who often insisted on
taking us right out of their way to show us
the sights. All things considered, a success-
ful trip.

Football

What a mighty cffort, Blacks—all four
sides in the four and the finals starting on
September 16thl

For many years the “A’s” have been a
power-house in Amateur League Football,
but it is many moons since all teams have
fronted up to the finals (A's top of their
grade; B’s second; C's. fourth; D’s second).
Given full sides, a spot of self-discipline
from each individual, and an even share
of the breaks, all stand a good chance
of mnotching their respective premiership
flags. Congratulations to all hundred-odd
on the training list ‘

Many of the bouquets must, of course,
be thrown in the direction of Coach Alan
Greer—a mighty bloke, whose pleasant and
encouraging ways continue to endear him
to one and all—but the unprecedented rise
in the club fortunes can be attributed to
the new, fiery order in the lower sides: it
looks as if Dave, Godfrey and Ken are
“best” after alll

But the fight is not “o’er,” nor is “the
battle won.,” ~ Only in four weeks will we
know whether we can do justice to the
“victor's song.” Until then cach player
must take a stand with himself for the
good of University football, since it is only
by effort that results are achieved. You
must drive yourselves at practice, chaps,
and if you feel any weak desire to ease up,
remember that the “chain” of your Saturday
side “is only as strong as its weakest link”
.+ . we would all hate to let our mates
down, T know.

While on the subject, thanks are due
to Robin George, “Centaur” Oaten, Mur-
ray Byrne, and all the others who have made
the eflort to come out of retirement to
fill the gaps in the club line-up.

To anyone with a free Saturday after-
noon in the next monthk, I would enjoin
them to come out and supporl one of the
University footy teams. In their manner
on the field they are a credit to the Univer-
sity comumunity, and following them makes
for a most pleasant Saturday afternoon.
Several league players have watched the
Varsity play this season, and, in compli-
menting us on our performances, have
commented that the more open Amateur
League game, with its Liglr marking, long-
kicking and more decisive characteristics,
is, if anything, a better spectacle than
League matches. Enthusiastic spectators lift
the players’ efforts and the standard of the
game——someone, please take a hint, as it
would be a great thing for the Club to do
really well in these finals.

A final word in something of an implor-
ing vein the players! Let’s not have the
spineless approach to finals that one or
two Uni, sides have shown in the past,
As that sportsman, Polonius, would say,
“To your own self be true”—hop in and
make that ball yours!

This year, let us be hetter than good
losers: let’s be good winners!

nd, thereby winning the cup from

un-

INTER-V. HOCKEY TEAM

Back: Misses Hodge, Lucas, Francis, McKay, Phillips,: Warhurst, Niehus.
Just, Chapman, Jude; Schubert, Clarkson (Jo), Clarkson' (Phyl.):

Canoeing |

The University Kayak Club, the first of
its kind In South Australia, was founded in
March, 1961. A small number of Spartans
lrave been in training throug,hout the winter,
learning the difficult art of “sitting-up” high-
I+ unstable racing craft, prior to serious
summer training for the Australian Canoe-
ing' Championships to be held in New South

" Wales in February, 1962.

The Club played a leading role in the
organisation of South Australia’s first Canoe-
ing Regatta held on the Torrens on Satur-
day, September 2. Four of its members,
Robert Wight, Malcolm Hale, and the John
Lawton-Graeme Correll combination gained
first places respectively in the three miles
singles; the “Slalom” singles, and the three
miles pairs events,

The Club has its headquarters in the
University Boat House by kind permission
of the Boat Club. At present membership
is necessarily small owing to shortage of
racing craft,

Plans for the future include the establish-
ment of a women’s section, a touring group,
and the organisation of a marathon race on
the Murray in conjunction with the South
Australian Amateur Canoe Association,

PIPE TOBACCO?®

belongs evowhere-

A perfect score?

‘This is the moment for
AMPHORA- the tobacco
chosen by appreciative
smokers everywhere for

its fine, full, fragrant aroma-

its gentle smoothness and
slow-burning mildness.
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Tuesday 19th September, 1961

BRISBANE
AUG., 1961.

Fropt: Misses

This sport is new to South Australia at
the competition level, and it is hoped that
the University Club will provide a spear-

head for its progress in this Stafe,

 Rugby

A notice to the flannelled fools in our
midst that spring is here and practices start
on the turf wickets at University Qval on
Tuesday, September 19, and thereafter, on
cach Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday of
the season, ~ :

L. G. (Jack) Giles, our popular and
entertaining coach, will once again be on
the track bringing his “keen hawk-eye for
talent” with hin. ‘

He has directed me to make the point
that, as.far as he is concerned, “reputations
and past performances count for nothing.”
Realist that he is, he lives in the present

cand is only too willing to give the new

player every opportunity to prove himself,

There is not much time -between the
start of practice and the first match of the
1961-62 season, so all intending players
are asked to shake a leg and get their creams
out of moth-balls. To any new players—
practice of a night usually begins at about
4.30 p.m. Just come out and introduce

yourself around: you will find a very ready
welcome.

§

A product of
DOUWE EGBERTS

“Kes
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The National Heart Campaign has now }?een
relegated to a small ‘column on page 6 of Th_e
Advertiser.” This article announces that 169 appli-

cations have been received for grants totalling.

£500,000.

" The successful applicants will be informed late

next month. |
In these pages we have previously called in
question the wisdom of conducting this campaign.
We objected that it was not a priority, that enough
was already being done about the matter both here
and, more particularly, in America and that the
people who were organising it did not have any
obvious qualifications for doing so. :
But the chief objection is to the manner in Whlch
it was carried out. A large group of affluent, influ-
ential and so-respectable people band together and

announce that they intend to collect. £1,500,000 -

from the public, mainly for the purpose of rp_search
into heart disease. Some fifteen per cent. is to be
spent upon educating the public about heart disease
and another fifteen per cent, on setting up heart
clinics in each State. These plans and their great
worth are incessantly trumpeted to the public by
press, radio and pamphlet, the list .of subscribers
and organisers seems to include everyboc.ly‘and
everything of any eminence in the community and
the whole campaign ends with collectors extracting
hundreds of thousands on the door step on the
psychologically well-timed Sunday evening.

Tt is ultimately a case of moral blackmail.  Who
could object to such an appeal when suph a vs{elght
of respectable and monied individuals is for it?

In the event no one has.

. It is a moot question ‘whether any criticism
could be made public at all. Andso the coqt}'ollers
of this money are in an impregnable position to
do as they wish,

Having succeeded once, it is likely that fl}rther
campaigns like it will be organised aqd will be
successful; organised, moreover, by public relations
men who are concerned more with the success of
their campaigning than the taste and morality of
the methods with which it is done. ‘

Before any such campaign to support research
is carried ouf it is necessary not only to ask whether
it is desirable to carry out the research but also
whether or not there are competent research
workers in this field whose research is suffering
from a lack of funds. Will not the National Heart
Foundation merely be giving money to research
workers who could obtain money elsewhere?

The inevitable and us

The current lull in events prior to the commence-
ment of full-scale negotiations by Great Britain to
joint the European Economic Community seems to
afford a convenient opportunity to review some of
the far-reaching economic and political implications
of this proposed move,

The Treaty of Rome, which brought the Euro-
pean Economic Community into being on January
1, 1958, was concluded in Rome on March 25, 1957,
The Community thereby formed incorporated a
European Coal and Steel Community (which was
already in existence), and a European Atomic
Energy Community (Euratom).

The Treaty sets up the European Economic
Community (the “Common Market”) by providing
for the gradual elimination of internal tariffs be-
tween member countries and the setting up of a
common external tariff and the adoption of com-
mon economic policies on such matters as the em-
ployment and migration of labour, investment and
transport, ’

The day-to-day administration of the Community
is in the hands of a nine-member commission,
which carries out policy determined by a Council
of Ministers from member-countries. Provision is
also made for a European Parliament, and a Court
with seven judges. Member countries retain control
over defence and foreign affairs. .

The Coal and Steel Community has its own nine-
man commission, and the European Atomic Energy
Community has a commission of five members.

A twelve-year “transition” period was fixed by

the Six in 1958, so that the complete operation of .

the Common Market was envisaged by 1970, The
beginning of the second four-year stage of this
period, on January 1 next, is regarded as somewhat
of a deadline for Great Britain to “join the express”.

The degree of integration proposed by  the
Treaty must certainly imply the surrender, by
member countries, of at least some measure of their
national sovereignty and political autonomy. The
measure to be surrendered is likely to be very
considerable, amounting, possibly, to an almost com-
plete surrender, with the formation of a federation,
or at least a confederation, of states in Europe. This
aim has been expressed on numerous occasions by
Ministers of the Six. The formation of such a vast
political unit is favoured by the U.S.A.

Even without the conscious support which this
aim of confederation is receiving, it is clear that at
least some sovereignty must change hands through
such a transmission of economic powers. The prin-
ciple seen at work in English history where sover-
eignty has been wrested from the person of the
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Crown as the growing economic pOwer of the
Parliament forced it ' to make concessions - to
them surely has application in the present context.
The central contro i

posed must eventually lead to a uniform commer-
cial law and a partial surrender of the peculiarly
national identity of the customary legal systems of
Furope. The degree of political autonomy left in
each member-nation after such a process would be
small indeed. Vol :

. A common curréncy for member-countries ‘may
well follow from such :

a development. The' free
migration of labour is already provided for, so that

" Continental workers would have all the rights of
citizenship in England except the right to vote.
' Not even Australians in Great Britain would enjoy
all the privileges of these migratory workers.

The one difficulty scen in the way of such a con-

federation is the inability of each nation, especially
‘one such as Britain, to adjust itself sentimentally to
the arrangement. Allegiance to the Crown is tradi-
tional -and hard to. replace. The “Spectator” in the
Sydney Morning Herald (25/7/ 61) finds the trans-
 lation a little difficult: s ‘

“Send it victorious,

. Happy and glorious,
Long. to reign over us, .
God save our Common Market.

- Confound other Common Markets’ politics,
Frustrate their knavish tricks,
On us our hope we fix,
God save us all”

The views within Britain on her proposed entry
into the Market have not been on a Party basis.
Some Members of Parliament have determined not
to surrender any sovereignty. The extreme Left
wing has insisted that the whole union is only a
move to intensify the “cold war”; that it is Britain’s
function to conciliate between East and West, and
not to join with “reactionaries” like Adenauer.
Others deplore the abandonment of tested tradi-
tional links with. the Commonwealth. On' the other
hand the pro-Market side foresees long term econo-
mic advantages for Britain by having full access to
the largest market in the world.

The argument that Britain’s entry would mean
the eventual breaking of the Commonwealth
gained special significance in the joint communique
issued by Mr. Menzies and Mr. Sandys, where dis-
agreement on this point was expressed. British and
Australian newspapers have been divided on the
issue. Sir John Crawford (former Secretary of the
Department of Trade) has expressed his view that
the Commonwealth, being a “forum” of nations
linked by common political] traditions, yet pursuing
their own interests individually cannot be written
off as yet, since Britain, in joining, would be only
following her own interests, as does each other
Commonwealth nation. '

Other observers, however, have expressed the
view that the Commonwealth is nothing more than
a “crowned shadow” of the former Empire, con-
sisting of countries many of which are politically
at odds and all of which are independently protec-
tionist economically, As a “unit” to set up against
the Soviet-bloc, or the Common Market, this insti-
tution is not worth protecting.

The United States has seen, in the joining of
Great Britain with the Six, the formation of u strong
force in Europe against the spread of Communism.
It is felt that a strong economic counterpart of
NATO is needed. For Britain to yield to such pres-
sures in joining would mean the abandonment of
her traditional policy of maintaining a balance of
power within Europe. But such an abandonment
would be in favour of a united European State
which would achieve the same objective on a
world level,

Support for Britain’s entry is fairly general within
the Six, although there are some trouble spots and
anxieties. France has been only lukewarm to the
proposal; she sees in Britain a potential threat to
her eventual leadership of the Six, and also the
additional threat of damage to her protected agri-
culture if Britain secures special privileges in favour
of her Commonwealth. In fact, some tension has
existed within' the Six over diffculties in settling
on a common agricultural policy.

But in spite ‘of difficulties, the Common Market
has worked well. The Six are already 80 per cent.
self-sufficient in primary production, and since 1953
industrial output of the Six has increased by 80
per cent., compared with a: rise of 30 per cent. in
Britain, The danger for Britain is that by staying
outllshe will tend to stagnate behind her own tarift
wall.- -

These very figures indicating a trend towards
self-sufficiency in' Furope are interesting from the
point of view of the trade structure of the Free
World as a whole. The Minister for Trade (Mr.
McEwen) has expressed his concern that the forma-
tion of the European Economic Community has
not been of assistance in mending some flaws which
have appeared in this trade structure.

of the economic factors pro-.

Chief among these flaws has been the continuing |
trade deficit (amounting to £A7,000m. since the
war) of the underdeveloped countries of the
worfd, a deficit caused by lower prices for primary
produce and higher prices for manufactured goods
Cbtained in the artificial market set up by the.
industrial countries in recent: years. It is in the
interests of the West to see to the development of
these countries, - For develo men_t they_need .rgady 1,
markets for their goods an their capital-raisings,
not aid in the form of handouts, by which they are
subjected to a kind of dependence. The Western -

countries

must adopt a more outward looking .
policy; the European Economic Community is seen, |
in some guarters, rather as a step in the ‘opposite
direction. e , .
" Britain’s entry into the C.M. will not be without
its legal involvements either. Article 234 of the
Rome Treaty would require Britain to cancel her |
commercial treaties with norl-member countries, |
Since much of Australia’s tariff structure is based
on these treaties, a great deal of re-negotiation of
reciprocal trade rights will be necessary for us too,
‘However, much of this would be found necessary
anyway, in the establishment of alternative markets
for our produce. ‘
“The attitude of Commonwealth countries to
Britain’s joining the Market was gauged . _fairly'
clearly from the recent tours by British Ministexs,
It was not favourable. Most Commonwealth
countries are highly concerned at the adverse effects;
which their export marketing would suffer. Indi
is particularly concerned that aid for its current
five-year development plan w'oul.d be restricted !
A possible motive of Mr. Menzies in expressing hi, .
anxieties so firmly on behalf of the Commonwealt.!
would have been to emphasize or even exaggerate
for the benefit of France and the Six the difficulties
which face Britain in the forthcoming negotiations
in view of commitments to her Commonwealth.
" New Zealand would be the worst affected if
Britain was to join the Six without securing special
concessions for Commonwealth trade, In the case
of Australia the effect would be considerable too,
Of our exports annually to Britain and Westen
Europe (worth about £420m.) approximately ong
uarter (£115m) is likely to be seriously aflected
it Britain joins. The flow of finance from Britai
for investment in Australia must also be affected,
The chief problem for negotiation with the Sy
as far as Australia is concerned is the question of
special privileges for the Commonwealth countries]
Some suggestions have been forthcoming tha
Associate membership of the Community should b
sought for Australia and the other Commonweall;
countries. Many overseas territories of the presen;
Six have been associated in this way., By such a
arrangement they are obliged to lower tarifs
against the Common Market countries to the levd
of those formerly affecting their own mother
countries, but they do not have to maintain g
common tariff against non-members, In retum
they have all the advantages of trade within the
Common Market which full members have.
However, the provisions in the Treaty relating
to Associate membership expire next year, and may;
not be renewed. In these circumstances, cven i
Australia was to seek Associate membership, speci
negotiation would have to take place, and such
special negotiation may as well be directed towards
obtaining special privileges for her and other Com
monwealth countries as to securing a new arrange,
ment covering Associate membership generally o
such countries as Australia.
As an alternative market to Britain and Western
Europe, Australia must look to the countries of
Asia. In the decade from 1950 to 1960 the propor
tion of Australian exports going to Asia rose from
12 per cent. to 25 per cent. of total exports. Japan
is the chief market in this new area. In the llas(
financial year alone exports to Japan rose from I
per cent. to 17 per cent. of our total, while imporls
from Japan rose by 392 per cent. to account fur
6 per cent. of our total imports from 1956-7 %
1960-61. . These mutual increases in trade musiy
continue. If Japan is to buy more of our raw
materials she must find markets for her manufac
tured goods. The nearer countries of Asia account
for a much smaller volume of our exports, but}
these, too, are markets which are certain not to}.
shrink, while Japan’s plan to double her natioml
income by 1970 is an encouraging factor from the}
point of view of Australian exporters. |
There have even been suggestions for the forms
tion of a “common market” in South East Ash
and the Pacific. Such a proposal cannot be enter
tained serious(liy. The extreme diversity of economit
conditions and problems in this area distinguishes
it altogether from the European zone. To envisage
any form of political federation in this area wou,id
be naive indeed.

If any general conclusion can be drawn, it is this
that the economic interests of Britain probably cdl
for her entry into the Common Market—outside
it she would be condemned to economic stagnation
Unfortunately, though, some disadvantages will
follow, not directly to Britain, but chiefly to her!
Commonwealth countries, If all this is seen as the|
inevitable event of history, the equally inevitable{‘

c
;

answer for Australia is to develop her relations)
with Asia,

A. BROWNL
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