


ea l
Gontents of No. 64 June 1966
 

Human factory-farming in 20th century Britain
_ _ _ (Ä'/mrlotle Franklin 161

The ngtd Chlld lôt'm'/optô [.(ô(1(.óh 165
Fallure at school 11.,-W mod 170
One__bOYôS story l)avid lhmwes 173
M?T1Juanaðða comment Ian Vine 1'76
CIIH16 as a way out Tony Gibson 1'79
Vandaltsm and the social structure Stan Cohen 18]
Further comments on vandalism Owen Webster, Sam Hardin,

M. Harland, Ralph Maud 187Auto-destructive art Gustav Merzger 133
Torture 1n South Africa Jeremy Westall 190
Cover and photo by Rufus Segar

U _ 
Other issues of ANAR$Y
VOLUME 1. 196l:_ 1. Sex-and-Violence, Galbraithó; 2. Workerôs controlr;
3. What does anarchism mean today?; 4. Deinstitutionalisation; 5. Spain 19361"
6. Cinemaf; 7. Adventure playgroundst; 8. Anthropology; 9. Prison; 10. Mac:
Innes. Industrial decentralisation.
VOLUME 2, _l962: 11. Pa_ul Goodman, A. S. Neill ; 12. Who are the anarchism?
13. Drrect actron; "14. Disobedience; '15. The work of David Wills; I6 Ethics
of anarchism, Africa; 17. Towards a lumpenproletariat; 18. Comprehensive
schools; 19. Theatre: anger and anarchy; 20. Non-violence, Freud; 21.
Secondary modem; 22. Cranstonôs dialogue on anarchy.
VOLUME 3, 1963: 23. Housing, squatters, do-it-yourself; 24. Community of
Scholars; 25, TechnoloEY. cybernetics; 26. CND, Salesmanship, Thoreau; 27.
Youth; 28, The future of anarchism; 29, The Spies for Peace Story; 30. The
community workshop; 31. Self-organising systems, Beatniks; the State; 32.
Crrme; 33. Alex Comfortós anarchismr; 34. Science ýction, Workless teens.
VOLUME 4, 1964: 35. House and home; 36. Arms of the law; 37. Why I won't
vote; 38 Nottingham; 39. Homer Lane; 40. Unions and workersó control; 41.
The land; 42. Indian anarchism; 43 Parents and teachers. 44. Transport.
45. Anarchism and Greek thought; 46. Anarchism and the historians.
VOLUME 5, 1965: 47. Towards freedom in work: 48. Lord of the þies: 49.
Automatron; 50. The anarchist outlook; 51. Blues, R"nôb, Pop, Folk; 52. Limits
of paciýsm; 53. After school; 54. Buber, Landauer, Muhsam; 55. Mutual aid
56. Women; 57. Law; 58. Statelcss societies, homelessness.
VOLUME 6, 1966: 59. The white problem; 60. Drugs; 61. Creative vandalism;
62. Anarchism and organisation.
PLEASE NOTE: Issues l, 2, 5, 6, 7, I3, 14, 33 and 38 are out of print.
 

Subscribe to ANARCHY
Single copies 2s. (30c.). Annual Subscription $112 issues) 26s. ($3.50). By airmail
47s. ($7.00). Iornt annual subscription wit FREEDOM the anarchist weekly
(which readers of ANARCHY will ýnd indispensable) 42s. ($6.00). Cheques. P.O.s
and Money Orders should be made out to FREEDOM PRESS, 17a Maxwell
Road, London, S.W.6, England. Tel.: RENown 3736.

Prinhd by Express Printers, London, E.|.

ANARCHY 64 (Vol s No s) JUNE was us:

S  ac my-fa S i in
-  it .

CHARLOTTE FRANKLIN

Uq

BROILER mares ARE THE MANY ILLEGITIMATE cnrunnnn bred for
consumption by adoption. In a Home for the Unmarried Mother, the
parent of the prospective baby is given ideal medical care and attention,
every opportunity for rest and relaxation. Physically the hygienic
surroundings and well balanced diet could be the envy of other
mothers expecting their babies in the free range conditions of the
ordinary working home. The free range mother can have the hazards
of an evening at a cinema or pub, or even more dangerous activities
like ea late night out unsupervised. The broiler mother is carefully
guarded against unsuitable inþuences. S

There is a disadvantage for this lucky broiler parent living in the
clean warm surroundings with meals and TV. None of the joy, the
fulýlment of nine months pregnancy, the lab-our of birth, awaits her.

Fascinated and delighted we wa-tch a cat with her new born kitten.
The orangutan mother playing with her baby in a conýned cage in the
London Zoo was an unforgettably moving sight. Lord Snowdonôs
beautiful ýrst pictures of Princess Margaret -with little Viscount Linley
conýrmed this strange phenomenon of natural pride, joy and protective-
ncss, even though that baby, high in the social scale, had nannies as
well as a mother to care for it.

No such idyllic picture can be taken of a human broiler mother..
She must not allow herself to be carried away by her real feelings.
She knows the disapproval of -the world at large, the stigma for her,
and most particularly for her baby. It is better not to be selýsh and
love the child. Best be realistic. Oýer it for adoption as quickly as
possible. Experts in placement will help. Everyone will tell you, the
mother is entirely free to make her own choice about adoption.
Professor Joad used to say-ðit all depends what you mean by choice.

The broiler mother has performed her physical function of pro-
ducing a child. She is not needed to feed the baby as other female
mammals or humans in less advanced communities. Maybe she still
shares some of these primitive instincts of motherhood. The sooner
she hides and suppresses them, returns to society with a cheerful face
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and no baby, the better for her. Maybe in twenty years time a
psychologist will try to cope with her experiences. That is a long way
oý. Le-tôs follow the broiler child, its destiny now in the hands of
professionals.

The child is treated as if it were an applicant to a marriage broker
for a partner. In a marriage both parties are usually represented. In
this case of adoption the matchmaking is very one sided, with no know-
ledge of the childôs character or desires. At a guess its instinct might
be for the real mother. Much research goes on in child psychology.
All the case histories, records, experiments, leave us as ignorant as
any primitive tribeð-if not more so. Psychologists have at any rate
made one great discovery. It is preferable for a child -to be brought
up in a home with a father ýgure and a mother ýgure rather than in
an institution. This is one of -the reasons for the spread of the
practice of adoption. Perhaps when enough little chimpanzees have
been made utterly miserable, deprived even of mother ýgures, and
reared by electric stimuli alone, some great scientist will come up with
the strange notion that one real mother may be worth two ýgures!

Be that as it may be. Adoptions were pioneered and even today
are largely performed by societies of varying religious denominations.
Trained social workers will have carefully vetted the long queue of
prospective adopters. These worthy people may really believe, after
the rigorous interrogations, that they have a specially suitable home
for a deprived child. Yet ultimately the only test is money, money,
money. This is highly practical. A spinster, a couple with a divorce
background, a woman who has committed adultery herself, all these
are able to adopt a child-ð-if they have an outwardly respectable home.

It is rather puzzling that -the religious societies should have such
arrogant conýdence in undoing Godôs choice of parent. These societies
arose in the days of orphans and abandoned infants. Instead of going
out of business when the supply of orphans and needy infants in
England dried up, new needy children were found---the illegitimate. The
minor problem of the real live mother, as well as the child, has had
to be arranged by special birth certiýcates and signatures and con-
siderable deliberate secrecy. The mother ought never to have existed.
She does not ýt into the scheme at all. It is heretical, anarchistic and
all things bad to suggest that the scheme may be more wrong than the
mother.

The broiler baby is passed through the hands of a guardian ad
litern-ðwith the help of moral welfare workers. child care ofýcers,
probation ofýcers and the help of a Court of Law, to the new home.
selected according to religion, social milieu, colour of eyes and other
pseudo-scientiýc principles. Success of this transplantation of the
young life is so taken for granted. that the case is considered closed.
The social biologists with the impressive titles heave a sigh of satis-
faction. One problem has been solved.

Biologically deceptive adoption of this kind has only been legally
possible since 1927 and it has increased in recent years, according to
the statistics. This is understandably a tender, secret subject, for we

no g
are dealing with human beings, not plants or animals, where impartial
follow-up work would be done.

Just a little evidence is emerging, that broiler babies in later life
are not so contented with the choice that was made on their behalf.
A society called Adoptees Anonymous has been formed. A documen-
tary TV programme showed viewers some of the haunting worry, con-
cerning his true ancestry, felt by a grown up adoptee. No news might
be good news. Whether we worry about the psychology of the broiler
baby in ideal physical circumstances may depend on our philosophy.
Is each baby an entirely new being or only a link in la chain of life?

The common assumption is that we humans are responsible for
our own deeds. No one need become an unmarried mum if she con-
forms to the moral precepts of our society. This is a one sided
unrealistic assumption. Children are told it takes two to make a
quarrel. It takes two to make a baby, female certainly, but also male.
All people in their hearts know that.

__ Our whole culture is geared to the male in this. In Victorian
trmes we had two classes of women:

l. wives to bear children and make a home,
2.. others to provide sexual satisfaction. Dickens and Tolstoy

describe this situation with some pang of conscience about the tragedies
that result.

Thanks to medical advances in methods of birth control, lascivious
freedom is equal now for women. But parenthood---Oh no!

Only men may freely and irresponsibly beget. They may be rich
or poor, clever or stupid, kind or cruel. With a little bit of luck they
can sail successfully through life regardless of illegitimate offspring
and sometimes even of legitimate. We accept this situation, possibly
sadly but honestly. We do not face with sympathy the womanôs half,
the corollary--which would be thatð-women really want, even need,
care of their infants. 3

The woman is the only parent of whom we can be sure. This
was recognised by the Roman principle ñPater semper incertusò. By
our Common Law the dc facto mother is subordinate to the de jure
father. All our economic set-up helps the male, for he is supposed to
be the chief breadwinner for the family. For a long time now fathers
have not fulýlled these expectations adequately. Emlyn Williams in
George, D. H. Lawrence in Sons and Lovers describe the bitter struggle
of working-class women to obtain a fair share of the husbandôs earnings,
for themselves and -the children; the heartbreak of watching so much
of that money go in drink. These hard-labouring men have our
sympathy for needing a little cheer from the bottle. Virginia Woolf in
Three Guineas describes similar situations higher up -the social scale.

This muddled thinking of the importance of the fathers in family
life causes us a lot of trouble.

Social workers shake their heads sadly at the phenomenon of
fatherless families who need help. Psychologists warn us that far more
women than men will end asmental patients. Religious leaders deplore
the rise in illegitimacy. Sociologists blame alienated society. .
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These are not matters for experts. We are all involved. Maternal
instinct must again be recognised and not exploited. King Solomon
long ago judged simply between the contesting mothers and his wisdom
has been acknowledged, even if not acted on, ever since. This instinct
of motherhood is fundamental and we cannot eradicate it by mere will
power. Lady Macbeth tried hard enough!

ñCome you spirits that tend on mortal thoughts
Unsex me here.

Stop up the access and passage of remorse."
Her sleep-walking remorse may be thought far-fetched for our broiler
mothers, but a true story follows.

A year ago in an Unmarried Mothers Hostel a woman was
struggling to make up her own mind about her babyð-to offer it for
adoption or to keep it. Her own father was resolute in refusing her
back home. She took weeks over this decision, becoming quite
pale and ill, in great contrast with her þourishing healthy pregnancy.
At last she decided for adoption. I said to the experienced and most
sympathetic Matron with some reliefðñI am glad she has come to a
decision. In the course of time she can now get over it." Matron
replied: ñShe will never get over it. Some never do."

Here is the crux. The unmarried mother is a mother ýrst and
foremost. The unmarried state may loom large, but must no-t deceive
us into a false classiýcation--like putting a whale among the ýsh.

We have this problem. a very difýcult one, of understanding the
term mother in the scientiýc age. Safe bottle feeding has been a most
revolutionary baby rearing aid. There are innumerable others, like
the pram. Twelve years ago a Korean refugee girl helping in my house
was shocked. quite horriýed, that we could leave our baby in the pram,
all by hi-mself, even without crying. In Korea she told me, a small
baby always has human contact, is never left to lie alone. The spotless
English nanny wheeling the sparkling polished pram with the dolled
up baby through -the park is our magazine image of a lucky baby.
Perhaps the African mother carrying her baby on her back has more
to teach us. We neglect the earliest mutual contact between mother
and child. Then we go to the other extreme. Dr. Simon Yudkin in
his pamphlet on the Health and Welfare of the Immigrant Child is
concerned by our Western exclusive mother-child tie for as much as
ýve years. He points out that this has not been true for the rest of
human history and that it is not healthy in our culture.

For historical, economic, social and other reasons, the plight of
our unmarried mothers can be heartbreaking. We must not allow the
growing pseudo science and secret art masquerading by the socially
acceptable term ñadoptionò -to degrade our women into broiler
breeders. The sad childless woman must ýnd another solution to her
lack. Once a woman has become a mother there is no longer any
choice in the matter. The situation must be faced with honesty and
the true problems solved, not artiýcial creations of new ones.
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PENELOPE LEIGH

ALMOST EVERYBODY is a parent, and absolutely everybody has been a
child, so we all think that we know something about child-rearing.
In point of fact, we know scientiýcally extremely little. One thing that
we do not know is what the eýects of speciýc methods of child-rearing
are in terms of what happens to people later. Therefore the advice
that we give to parents tends either to be very general, or a matter of
fashion. There have been fantastic swings even over the last 50 years
in what we tell parents they should do, and we still tend to imply to
parents that if they do certain things they will achieve a given eýect. We
simply do not know whether this is true or not; nor do we know what
kind of eýect we would really like to achieve.

I have been studying intellectual, social, and emotional rigidity in
children who have had a certain kind of upbringing which I will call
authoritarian upbringing. I am interested both in rigidity and in
authoritarianism but the main reason for choosing these topics was
that this is one area in which the cause-and-effect relationship between
rearing and later results can be studied.
The Nature of Rigidity

Rigidity is really a pathological form of a normal human
mechanism. All human beings select and ýlter the stimuli that they
take from the outside world. We have to do this; otherwise we could
not function at all. If you walked into a room and you actually
perceived everything about that room, you would be so busy perceiving
it that you would have no time to function as a human being. But there
is a particular pathological kind of selection and ýltering which is what
we call rigidity. The ñrigidò individual goes through life using only
a minute pant of his environment, refusing to accept, to see, to hear, to
recognize many of the things which go on around him. What makes
this pathological is that, rather than being something which -the
individual does in the interests of eþiciency, this is something that he
does in the interests of defending himself against stimuli which he ýnds
alarming, upsetting, frightening in some way. Most rigid individuals

PENELOPE LEACH is Junior Research Fellow in the Department of
Psychology at the London School of Economics.






























