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Pleadingfor a complete return to Christianity
as it was in the beginning

SEPTEMBER, 1999

RIGHTEOUSNESS EXALTETH A NATION
In ancient times, some monarchs would chop off the heads of those who brought

them bad news; andeven today some postmen feel stigmatised in some households for
much the same reason. Newspapers incur a great deal of criticism today for being the
bearer ofbad news, but they reply that they are merely reflecting a very sick society. "If
the music is bad do we shoot the pianist or thecomposer?", they ask. We certainly live
in a very sick society, and in this morning's newspaper alone, there are several items
which illustrate the point. Actually, there are items in the paper nearly every morning
which illustrate the point, throwing readers into a mixture of depression and angen
sometimes angry enough to write a protest. Perhaps we don't protest often enough or
loud enough. Some protests certainly work. A Scottish bank recently entered into a
multi-million pound contract with an American evangelist, but unfortunately the
evangelist was quoted as describing Scotland (rightly) as "adark land which tolerates
homosexuality". The offended "gay" community inEdinburgh took their placards to the
streets and paraded outside the bank headquarters; threatening to close their accounts.
At great financial loss the bank eventually had to cancel its proposed deal with the
evangelist.

BritishTV probably reflects the very sad state of British society even better than
ournewspapers. We have five ordinary channels (apart from Cable TV)and a common
complaint is that it is increasingly difficult tofind anything wholesome towatch onany
of the channels. Much of the material ranges from the banal to the depraved. TV
channels, just like the newspapers, suffer, from very fierce competition, ofcourse, and,
ina continual "ratings war", find it necessary to sink deeper and deeper into the abyss
ofdegeneracy. The'"soaps" and films continue to corrupt our youth, assuring them that
casual sex and "living in sin" is not only quite normal but a refreshing break from the
constraints of the Victorians. One feels sorry for the youngsters who will be regarded as
"freaks" if they refuse toconform. Even thecommercial advertisements onour screens,
these days, for very ordinary items, find it necessary to use sexual innuendo: with not
much innuendo. And from casual observation it seems that TV has more than its fair
share ofhomosexuals running things, and increasingly they appear on our screens. Now
that homosexuality has had a fair airing on the "box" over the last few years, one
wonders what subject will benext tobe"popularised" by the "weirdoes", and my guess
would be, that soon, incestuous relationships will beencouraged. I certainly hope to be
proved wrong. For years the pundits have been telling us that "there is no evidence
that TV has been corrupting society, whereas the evidence is to be seen in every
direction. The great British public, even from small infants upwards, get most of their
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moral instruction and ethical standards from a regulardiet of "soaps", sex and violence
on TV. Even "documentaries" quite often masquerade as being "educational" when, in
fact, they are really in pursuit of someformof voyeurism .

But I digress. My intention was to comment (depending upon space) on three or
four of the items in this morning's newspaper which reflect upon British society. The
first item was about the bad language in this land.

FOUL-MOUTHED BRITAIN
In an article on "foul-mouth Britain" a quote is made from "The New Guide To

British English" in "The Lonely Planet" series, which paints a sorry picture of the
British attitude to their own language - a language which all the world seems keen to
learn. Apparently the British are now notoriously foul-mouthed and drape their entire
discourse around a certain four-lettered word. Indeed many are so dependent upon that
one expletive that they are virtually dumbstruck without it. The article went on to
remind us that while such languageis common on the barracksquare it is extremely sad
to hear it from kiddies in a Primary Class. The writer of the piece was a Fellow of a
Cambridge College and said that "over the years he had become wearily used to
undergraduates, of both sexes, expensively educated and presumably the intellectual
cream of our youth, swearing like navvies, and not in the least embarrassed who hears
them."

And so Britain seems to have achieved another "first" amongst all its other doubtful
accomplishments. The report on the foul language certainly rings true in this neck-of-
the-woods and one hears it, with the four-lettered words, at every street comer, on
public transport, at public gatherings, in school playgrounds, in posh offices from
secretaries, and, of course on radio and TV. At one time it was a criminal offence to use
such language and one could even be ejected from a 'bus for its use, but now such a
charge would be laughed out-of-court. Again, there can be no doubt that our foul
language has been encouraged by the now constant use of it on TV. The first time a
four-letter word was used on TV was in 1965, by the critic Kenneth Tynan, to "rid the
Corporation of its stuffy, middle-class image". Yes, we got rid of that image all right...
Now we have another image - "Foul-mouthed Britain".

GRATUITOUS PROFANITY

The next small item was akin to the above, and described how that Churches across
Scotland are urging the B.B.C. to eliminate blasphemous language from TV and radio
programmes. Two Presbyterieshave petitioned the B.B.C. to ban - or "bleep"out - the
gratuitous use of sacred words, such as "Jesus", "Christ", and "God". The plea was
accompanied by the first petitionof around 1,300names. A petition was also sent to the
B.B.C. by the Melrose and Peebles Presbytery which declared, "In the name of
religious tolerance and equitable treatment, enshrined in the B.B.C. Charter, we
demand the same respect for the God whose name is held dear to millions of
Christians." The B.B.C. in reply insisted that it was sensitive to people's views but
pointed out that "In a gritty dramait is sometimes necessary to use gritty language."

This response from the B.B.C. is fairly typical and it wouldn't be so bad if the
language complained of was confined to "gritty dramas", but it is heard, as we know,on
the whole range of programmes: even on "chat shows" and certainly on films. The
much parodied Mrs. Whitehouse tried to clean up TV many years ago, and politicians
from time to time feel obligated to call for a clean-up, but any change for the better is
difficult to detect.

POPE'S COMMENT ON HEAVEN

Another interesting little item was with regard to a recent Roman Catholic comment
on heaven andhell: i.e. thatheaven may not be as niceas we imagine, andhell may not
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be as bad as we imagine. In a recent address by Pope John Paul II, to pilgrims outside
the Vatican, the Pontiff said that.. heaven is 'a state of being,' after death, and not the
pleasant place of fleecy clouds and angels playing harps. It is neither an abstraction nor
a physical place among the clouds. It is a personal relationship with the Holy Trinity".
The report also said that the traditional image of hell is also cooling down as well, and
in a magazine of the Jesuits, hell is not all fire and brimstone. Instead, it "is a 'state of
being' in which those who have rejected God and 'consciously decided not to do good'
would be excluded from God's presence for ever."

Personal ideas about heaven may vary, but surely it is a place. Elijah went up in a
whirlwind "into heaven": a place, not "a state of mind". And Jesus said, "I go to prepare
a placc for you ..." And surely heaven and hell are both diametrically opposed: i.e.
nothing will be better than heaven, and nothing could be worse than hell, human
opinion notwithstanding.

A BISHOP'S VIEW

The next item in this morning's paper also came from a church leader; from The
Most Reverend Richard Holloway, Bishop of Edinburgh and Primus of the Scottish
Episcopal Church. Readers may recall that we have had reason to mention the Bishop
previously in these columns, and we have written to him without reply. The Bishop has
produced a new book "Godless Morality" (keeping religion out of ethics) and argues
that extra-marital sex may not be immoral. He urges a more tolerant attitude towards
promiscuity and insists that religion should not feature in debates about ethics. He
claims that just because young people have sex 'the way they have a cup of coffee or a
hamburger' they are not necessarily lacking in sexual ethics. The Bishop's book
promotes the legalisation of cannabis and contains colloquial sexual language, much of
which is likely to anger many in the 70 million strong Anglican Church. The Chairman
of the Prayer Book Society said, "He has gone too far. He would be better off in some
secular occupation than taking a salary cheque from a church he is doing his best to
sink". How true.

CHAMPION OF FREE SPEECH

The final item for which we have space is, perhaps, more uplifting than the others:
how could it fail to be. A lady called Alison Redmond-Bate, a "Christian
Fundamentalist" stood, recently, with two friends, on the steps of Wakefield Cathedral,
in West Yorkshire, and started to preach. A large crowd gathered, part of which became
hostile to the preaching. The police arrived, said that they feared a breach of peace, and
ordered the lady to stop her preaching. Miss Redmond-Bate refused to stop and was
promptly arrested and charged with obstructing a police officer in the execution of his
duty. She was found guilty in the Magistrates' Court. She appealed against the
conviction but the Magistrate's decision was upheld by Leeds Crown Court.

However, her subsequent appeal to the High Court was upheld, and the High Court
Judge, Lord Justice Sedley, sitting in London with Mr. Justice Collins, stated that "A
police officer has no right to call upon a citizen to desist from lawful conduct." The
Judge also said that "if the promotion of one's opinion provoked others into breaking
the law, then one could be arrested for breach of the peace. But in Miss Redmond-
Bates' case there was no lawful basis for the arrest as 'nobody needed to stop and listen'.
If they did stop they were,as free to express their view that the preachers should be
locked-up as Miss Redmond-Bates was free to preach. At a previous trial it had been
said that the preacher would not have been charged "so long as what she said was
inoffensive". The High Court Judge said, "This will not do. Free Speech includes not
only the inoffensive, but the irritating, the contentious, the eccentric, the heretical, the
unwelcome and the provocative." He said, "Freedom to speak only inoffensively is not
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