Marius Felderhof takes up the four respects in which Terence Copley claims that the arguments of Whatever Happened to Religious Education? are flawed. 
Point 1: Perhaps there would not have been enough Christians to staff RE but this is a practical problem not a principled objection. Secondly it does not follow from Thompson’s position that all RE teachers must be signed up Christians but rather that we need RE teachers who are able to appreciate the seriousness of the Christian claims and be able to present them from a Christian perspective. 
Point 2: To continue with Christian nurture would have led to its removal from the curriculum. This is pure speculation on Copley’s part. Had the government done this it would have been quite counter to the European Human Rights Convention which entitles parents to the schooling of their children in their own faith. Past governments have taken the view that this was best met through the current provisions under the '44 act. It would have been interesting to see what other kind of arrangement they could have come to. It is certainly not an excuse for providing RE that systematically subverts children's access to Christian faith.
Point 3: One needs to take seriously only the words of the law and not the words of the legislators. I am not convinced that this is right in law. I believe there are cases where there is confusion over the meaning of the words of the law and where the words of the legislators are decisive. Thompson mentions such a case. But more seriously, it is precisely this mental attitude to which I object. It is cynical and highly undemocratic. It suggests that RE professionals are above the wishes of the legislators and can at will ignore elected representatives [plus the Lords], their wishes and intentions. 
Point 4: Penny Thompson does not say that Humanists are/were baddies. To accept their supposed concern that RE teachers should not proselytise suggests that RE teachers were proselytising. One might as well ask a man when he stopped beating his wife! RE teachers must be concerned about what is true and right and they have an interest that their pupils also have such a commitment whether this commits them to Christian faith is another matter, what is clear however is that we don't choose between religious and non-religious interpretations of life as if one might choose between two different coats and possibly try one on for a while and then another. We don't choose to believe, we come to believe because this is how things are for us in all its complexity. It is precisely his last point which convinces me that the humanist contribution [according to Copley] is so utterly misguided and distorting of the nature of religious belief. 
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