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OD’s ENTRY INTO Australian constitutional debate a
century ago is instructive.

At the 1897 Convention in Adelaide, delegates were agreed
that God be given a miss. There was no need for a vote.
Edmund Barton thought it better to keep God out of any such
discussions. But then the dr  proposals were referred back
to the colonies. Every colony reported that God had to be
given a guernsey.

Patrick McMahon Glynn then got his opportunity. There
was general agreement at the 1898 Melbourne Convention
that the mention of God would render the wha
constitutional package more acceptable to the voters. So the
preamble of the imperial legislation to which the
Constitution is an attar nent states the people’s humble
reliance ‘on the blessing of Almighty God’. No matter how
lofty the sentiment or principled the aspiration, timing and
expediency count for much in the art of constitution making.

In 1988, the Constitutional Commission advised that
the preamble be left we alone because it ‘could be a source
of passionate debate which would be a significant distraction
from other substantive and more important proposals
submitted to the electors’.

Ten years I :r, that all changed. At the 1998
Convention, there was a working group on the preamble. It
divided into subgroups. One subgroup recommended the
retention of ourreliance  God. Another, chaired by Lowitja
O’Donoghue, and including a spectrum of representation
from Gatjil Djerrkura to Leonie Kramer, recommended a
preamble which recognised the indigenous peoples as the
original inhabitants. They resolved ‘that this separate
referendum question on the Preamble be put to the Australian
people at the same time as the referendum on the republic’.

Billboard Billboard illboard Billboa_r

Frank Brennan sj & Tim Costello will discuss ‘A Secular Society?
Politics and the Church’, with Morag Fraser in the chair. Tuesday
27 April, 6.30pm, Seymour Centre, Sydney; Wednesday 28 April,
6.30pm, Collins Street Baptist Church, Melbourne. Tickets:
Sydney 02 9364 9400, Melbourne 03 9347 6633.

Arena magazine, Eureka Street and the Fabian Society are jointly
sponsoring a series of evening discussions called ‘Regenerating
a Social Ethic’, beginning Wednesday 14 April, with Race Mathe
and Geoff Sharp on ‘Co- :ration and Community in an Er:
Globalisation’, and then*  mocracy, Stakeholding and Gove
ment’ on Wednesday 28 April, 8pm. Location: 35 Argyle Str
Fitzroy, Melbourne. Enquiries: Wendy Marlowe, 03 9427 73

Public Lecture: ‘A Letter to the World: Love and Peter Porter’
be given by Peter Steele sj, on Tuesday 25 May, at 6.30pm
the Sunderland Theatre in the Medical Centre, University
Melbourne. The poet, Peter Porter, will read briefly from his w
at the beginning. All are welcome. The lecture is being sponso
jointly by the University of Melbourr= and the Europe-Austr;
Centre at the Victorian University ot . _.chnology.
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Long division

From Muarie Louise Uhr

The effects of the Oceania Synod will not be
known for some time. In the meantime, we
have the document released immediately after
the Synod. Entitled ‘Statement of Conclusions’,
it is a rcport of the Interdicasterial Meeting
with a Representation of the Australian
Bishops and the Roman Curia, a mecting
which immediately preceded the Oceania
Synod. Itis s document which has, rightly,
caused quite a stir; rightly, becausc it scems
to declare the bishops’ interventions null and
void: all was decided in advance and in Rome.

Whilc it may well have far less effect than
it first threatens, it is worth examining for
several reasons.

The Introduction clearly states that the
deliberations were not intended to deal ‘with
every aspect and dimension of the life of the
Church in Australia’. Well and good, but the
items selected for deliberation are noteworthy
becausce they are so clerical: the ordinary every-
day life of Australian Catholics, with their
happiness and sorrow, struggles and hopes,
pain and joy arc ignored. They get no pastoral
help here. Instead the emphasis is on what
separates the ordained from the rest of us.

The document concentrates on setting up
and reinforcing boundaries, on demarcating
and scparating what the Vatican sces as
cssential boundaries between the Church and
the world; the ordained and the lay; the sacred
and the secular. The Vatican defines and
patrols the boundaries; the local bishops are
cnrolled as subsidiary guards.

The document calls for a return to
structurcs and practices which distinguish
Catholics from the rest of the world. The
refusal of this magisterium to consider the
ordination of women is highlighted again. The
Congregation for Institutes of Consccrated
Lite and for Societies of Apostolic Life is
concerned to ensure that consecrated
religious, in particular, ‘asscnt to the
Magisterium regarding such arcas as the non-
ordination of women to the priesthood. This
commitment to women’s ‘non-ordination’ is,
I belicve, part of this same process of
upholding a boundary between the Church
and the world.

We scem to be revisiting the anti-
modcrnist battles of the 19th century. 1f battles
over the separation of Church and state and
Darwinian cvolutionary theory are lost, a new
stand is being made on the issue of gender
cquality. The Catholic Church is demonstrably
separating itself from the world and from
many other Christian denominations by
insisting that women may be in the image of
God but cannot be, sacramentally, in the
image of Christ. They are equal in dignity, as
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the Pope is fond of saying, but not ¢qual in
the Church. In thus upholding gender inequality
the Vatican continues its work of marking the
boundaries between what it sces as the sacred
Church and the dangerous secular society.

This document reinforces these divisions.
And again women are portrayed as a danger.
Feminist theologians arc accused of challeng-
ing traditional Christology and anthropology;
and the astounding claim is then made that
such theology lcads to an inditference to the
poor. Presumably  Australian  women
theologians are targets here, although they are
unnamed. The boundaries are drawn to
exclude and silence women, who are seen as
out of their convents, out of control. Women
arc again [or still) the tempters. Now the
temptations to lead others astray are
theological rather than sexual—Eve is a
feminist theologian.

For the Australian bishops who spoke out
at the Oceania Synod about what they saw as
critical issues in the Australian Church,
inctuding the place and purposc of women,
reading this document must be a painful
cxperience, While the Vatican wants them to
maintain ‘continual vigilance’ to preserve the
‘integrity of the Faith’, our pastoral bishops
will no doubt continue to try to weave their
way around Vatican regulations in order to
seel out the lost and the hurt to try to bring
them something of the comfort that only God
can give.

Marie Louise Uhr
Cook, ACT

Potted history

From David Morgan

According to Julicttc Hughes (Eureka Street,
January-February 1999), ‘Nearly cverything
[Dennis] Potter wrote was accompanied by
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storms of criticism and controversy’. 1 was
living in London at the time Blackeyes was
being shown in 1989, and the criticism it
received wasn’t exactly scathing. Nor, for that
matter, did it all come from the usual suspects
in the Tory press—the Kipper Williams
cartoon ‘The Lady and the Wimp' in Time Out
featured ‘the Wimp’, Spreckley, furtively
watc  1g Blackeyes for the nudity.

Most of Dennis Potter’s later works were
about Dennis Potter: an interesting subject,
but not that interesting. His self-obsession
continued in his last two plays, Karaoke and
Cold Lazarus, where we tollow Daniel Field
[‘Potter’s Field’—gct it?) before and after
death. In Karaoke's film-within-a-film, Ian
McDiarmid is even made up to look like
Potter. Yet not all of Potter’s plays arc like
this. At the end of his interview with Mclvyn
Bragg, we saw a list of his works. T only
remember onc from the period before Pennies
From Heaven, a play called Schmoedipus
[c.197a): it was gripping, grucsomely funny,
ultimately heartbrcaking, and gave a woman
the central role. I'd had no idea it was a Dennis
Potter play.

Part of the reason for Tory enmity to
Potter was the cosy treatment he got from
Britain’s broadcasting establishment: what
other writer has had two channcels co-
oper ng to show his work, as BBC-2 and
Channel 4 did with his last two plays? In 1989
on the BBC-2 arts program The Late Show,
Blackeves was respecttully discussed while
Kenneth Branagh was ridiculed for coming up
with the much more popular Henry V.

His extraordinarily snobbish attack on the
Sun and its editor, Kelvin Mackenzie, was not
surprising. Yes, the Sun is often appalling, but
it has one redecming feature—it takes no-one
seriously. Compare it with the Daily Mail:
the voice of middle England, and a paper with
no sense of humour whatever. Terry the
Minder would read the Sun; Basil Fawlty
wou  cad the Mail. Neither would like most
of Potter’s work, but, while Basil would be
angry about it, Terry would just laugh at it.
The Sun is onc of the few British papers not
to have a wecekly version printed in
Australia—no doubt the Barmy Army get
theirs air-delivered.

Sun readers of the 23rd century arc Potter’s
real target in Cold Lazarus, where a crass
media magnate cxclaims, ‘Nice tits!” while
watching Field’s memories. One can just
imagine the lads from Men Behaving Budly
saying the same thing as they watch Cold
Lazarus. 1 have no idca who writes Men
Behaving Badly, but 1 think that when people
in the 23rd century want to know what life
in Britain was actually like in the 1990s, they
will turn to it before they turn to Dennis
Potter.

David Morgan
Summer Hill, NSW



Going deeper

From Sandy Ross

Roger Mauldon’s response {Eureka Street,
March 1999} to John Honner {‘Contesting
Welfare’, Eureka Street, December 1998)
focuses on Honner's apparent use of two
simple dualities. Firstly the ‘atomist,
individualistic, analytic, matcrialistic,
controlled’ world view opposed to the
‘organic, holistic, spiritual, vulnerable” world
view. Sccondly, competition {favoured by the
first world view) oppased to co-operation
{favoured by the latter).

Lagree with the need to engage in a richer,
more complex analysis than those categorices
[stereotypes?] can offer. However, Mauldon
persisted in a refusal to engage with
Honner’s arguments at a deeper level. Trake
issuc here with two aspecrs of Mauldon’s
arguments.

First, Mauldon defends competition as
morce complex than he alleges Honner’s article
allows, although in fairness to Honner T read
his conclusion that ‘compcetition cannot create
community’ as implicitly saying ‘competition
alone cannot create community’. Mauldon
argucs that competition is not antithetical to
community, rather:

[its] multitarious activitics are far more
about co-operation and developing good
rclationships than abour ‘dog-cat-dog’.
Networking, strategic alliancing, putting
consortia together and sub-contracting to or
from a prime contractor all build relationships
which are part and parcel of community.

These are good points, but Mauldon appears
to be talking here about markets rather than
competition {or community]. What Mauldon
implicitly refers to is the fact that in some
situations markets can involve co-operation as
well as competition. However, the implication
that community welfare can/should be seen
solely in terms of the market is part of the very
problem to which Honner alludes. The issuc
is not whether competition and co-operation are
intertwined within a market (they are, of
coursel), but whether a marketis the best or only
model for how we see our community and its
welfare services.

Morcover, Mauldon’s argument appears
disingenuous to me as it ignores an important
ideological element of competition-style
rcforms—that ‘co-opceration’ is dangerous
because it leads to capture, abuse of process
and misuse of public monceys. The reforms
would be scen as failing in their own terms if
they did not engender at least a little
‘dog-cat-dog’ behaviour in order to gencrate
both accountability and greater cfficiency;
ultimately it is the reforms themscelves which
are based on a competition/co-operation divide.

Sccond, Mauldon displays the same
refusal to engage with practical concerns
about the reform agenda that drives many of
us (like Honner) to the fecling that there are
irreconcilably diffcrent world views in
operation here. Mauldon acknowledges the
validity of Honner’s concerns about the effects
of service quality and continuity of
compcetition reforms, and concedes that
‘many of these issues have not been fully
resolved or tested’. Amazingly he then
truncates this important arca of concern with
the airy statement that ‘the issues themscelves
have been well rehearsed in the various
reports which Honner cites’. Honner’s point
was preciscly that in spite of this ‘rchearsing’
there is still no attempt to change direction
to take account of these issucs, but there is
no sign here that Mauldon credits that this is
an issuc. It scems to me that those engaged
in reform have an obligation to do more than
say ‘oh, we know about that” when significant
problems are raised with their approach.

Of course it would be putting the cart
before the horse to suggest genuine contest-
ability of reform ideas should occur before
reforms are put in place, wouldn'v it?

Sandy Ross
Northcote, VIC

Energetic arguments

From ITan Hore-Lacy, General Manager.
Uranium Information Centre Ltd

[ have just been given a copy of your
September 1998 cdition with a uscfully
provocative article by Frank Fisher. However,
in one important respect the article is
scriously flawed.

His comments on nuclear encergy are
unsubstantiated, and could hardly be further
from the tacts of the matter, The main one is
quite extraordinary for an academic at a
reputable institution, asserting that “we could
probably find that more energy is required by
the nuclear power system itsclf than it yields
in electricity’. {His view that ‘nuclear power
is probably an oxymoron’ would scem to arise
from this!)

Lcaving aside the obvious cconomic
absurdity, T would challenge Mr Fisher to
produce clear evidence of energy usage in the
nuclear fucl cycle greater than about 5 per
cent of the electrical output, or perhaps 10 per
cent if capital costs are factored in {though
these are comparable with alternatives). Even
the 5 per cent requires a worst case scenario.

Incidentally, on a purely commonsense
level, why would utilities in 32 countries use
430 nuclear reactors to supply 17 per cent of
the world’s clectricity if there were no
substantial gain in usable energy? Doces he
seriously suggest that another 17 per cent of the
world’s output is devoted to energy subsidies?
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It scems to me that we need some fresh
thinking about c¢ncergy, and especially
clectricity, options in a greenhouse-conscious
age. It would be nice to think that universitics
might help with that, transcending mere
prejudices. And madam, what price the Jesuit
heritage of meticulous clear thinking?

Tan Hore-Lacy
Meclbourne, VIC

Associate Professor Frank Fisher, Director,
Graduate School of Environmental Science,
Monash University, replies:

Electricity is indeed our most uscful encrgy
source. But the fact that we cannot store it
and that the only primary energy sources that
provide for both storage and future demand
are thermal—fossil and fissile—mecans
massive, long-term energy outlays.

So yes, Lagree with lan Hore-Lacy that energy/
clectricity needs a great deal of fresh thinking.
Indeed, society’s sheer ignorance about such
complex issues is dangerous to the heritage
of the whole society, not just the Jesuits. {This
was the point of my sccond piece, ‘Not
forgetting the gas’, two issues later [November
1998] than the article to which lan Hore-Lacy
responds.)

Ialso agree that the devil we know—coal/
oil/gas-based electricity—is cevery bit as
problematic {although gas emits fewer toxins).

Howecever, T do not resile from the
comment. For a start, two parts of the fossil/
fissile energy is unavoidably thrown away (as
heat, to the atmosphere!) at the power station
just to deliver one part of clectricity. There
arc all the direet and indirect costs associated
with development and construction of the
infrastructure associated with getting
clectricity to us: powecer stations, fucls,
transmission, safety, anti-pollution, diplo-
macy, defence operations, decommissioning
and, in the case of nuclear waste, safe storage.
B. Kimmel, S. Krager Niclsen and B. Sorensen
have begun to put quantities to such encrgy
sinks in Life-cvele Analvsis of Energy
Svstens, Roskilde University Press, 1997,

Finally, there is the presently ignored
energy cost of repairing ccosystems damaged
as they adjust to the imposition of our huge
localised energy demands  to the heat, gases,
dust, radiation, soil and water disturbance,
cte. So yes, [do think that the encrgy subsidics
to our energy industries are indeed very large
but then my definition of subsidy will differ
trom Tan's.

The not-too-distant future for fossil fuels
looks brighter, temporarily. Fucl cells will
enable us to save throwing one of those two
initial thirds away. Nuclcar offers similar
leaps, but further into the future. However,
as demands continuces to rise, the victory will
be pyrrhic. So my point stands: we must find
another way of constructing our thinking and
therefore our lives.
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When in Romre

HEN AN ARCHBISHOP uses words
like ‘hurt’, ‘distress’, ‘shock’, ‘anger’,
‘depression’ and ‘disillusionment’ in the
press and even on national television, he is
not usually talking about a papal letter and
a document from the Roman Curia. Yet
this rather arresting choice of words by
Archbishop John thersby of Brisbance
reflected the senti  nts of some at least of
his brothers in the enisconacv. as well as

tohave amorc authoritative understanding
of the state of the Australian Church than
those who have pastoral oversight of it?
Many of the bishops present were left with
the impression that the mountain of mail
arriving in Rome from conservative groups
had made a far deeper impression on an
already conservative curia than anything
they themselves could present. This is the
most troublingissucraised by the statement

t unexamined by the somewhat
Council ... The Second sought to
> importance of the local bishop,
with the Bishop of Rome not as

f their unity and its focus. Rome
talk, but the bishops seem to be

Cliasiigy 1o caaae av o wuso ou 1N before it can walk the walk.

those of many other Catholics, in rcaction
to the statements c¢merging from the
Australian bishops’ mecetings in Rome late
last year.

The bishops had tried to convey a
realistic picture of the Church here during
their meeting with curial officials—not by
any means glossing over its weaknesses or
the difficulties it faces. Ovcrall, they said,
their asscssment was positive and
optimistic. ‘Nevertheless,” Bathershy told
The Catholic Weekly, ‘the resolutions of
the meeting and the Pope’s instruction did
not reflect our optimism.” Another bishop,
who was among those who had been
invited to the meeting, said that the
presentations made by the curial officials
‘secmed to come from another world’. He
was left with the impression that the
officials ‘had not listenced’ to the hishops’
descriptions of their own churches. When
the bishops asked for some changes to be
made in the statement of conclusions, most
were not made.

If it is truc that the Vatican is not
listening to the bishops, then who docs
have the ear of Rome? Who could be thought
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from Rome: not so much its rather
jaundiced view of the Australian Catholic
community—which by now has been
rehearsed often enough in the media—but
the fact that its view scems so far removed
from our own bishops’ perceptions.

The visit they make every five years ad
limina Apostolorum ('to the doorsteps of
the Apostles’)isnot that of branch managers
rendering an account of their stewardship
to head office. It is intended to be an act of
collegiality in which those who exercise
the office of Peter in the local churches
express their communion with the Bishop
of Rome, who fulfils that office for the
universal Church. There is something
profoundly amiss when bishops come
from such a meeting in Rome feeling
‘bruised’ and with a sense of having been
‘ambushcd’.

Yet there has been a steadily mounting
chorus of bishops, archbishops and cardinals
complaining about the trecatment they
themselves and those whose work they
admire receive at the hands of the Roman
curia. The New Zealand bishops, who were
inRome at the same time as the Australians,
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put s to the Pope quite squarcly:

In your cneyclical letter Ut Unum Sint
you courageously invited other Christian
leaders to make suggestions about how the
Petrine ministry might be cxercised. Yet
within the household of the Church, the
dicasteries of the Holy Sce occasionally
makenorms which impinge on the ministry
of bishops with little or no consultation of
the episcopate as such. This scems
inconsistent.

They criticised ‘mechanisms of control and
dominance’ and warned of how ‘the
credibility of thc¢ Church’s claims
is compromiscd by perceptions of
inconsistencey’. In this they echoed the very
forthright criticism that the retired
Archbishop John R. Quinn of San Francisco
made in a speech in Oxford in 1996. In
recent weeks Franz Cardinal Konig from
Cologne, one of the most senior churchmen
in Europe, was roundly critical of the
methods of the Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith in its recent move
against the theologian Jacques Dupuis. Even
in the apparently straightforward matter of
litur  altranslations, the combined expertise
and cxperience commanded by all the
bish ' conferences of the English-spcaking
worl s being regularly and percmptorily
set aside by a Roman burcaucracy that

can muster little of its own

7— competence in the matter.

-v E couLD JusT treat all this as the age-
oldstruggle of an ultramontanc curia against
the gallican claims of local bishops and
nati 1l churches, were it not for the fact
that the language that Rome usces to bolster
its more absolutist claims is precisely that
of collegiality and communion. For
examnle, the curial attempt to define as
infa »le the papal teaching on the
inadmissibility of women to the presbyterate
was cou =d not in the terms of papal
infal ility, but of the infallibility of the
‘ordi  ry magistecrium’—that is, when all
the bishops in communion with the Bishop
of Rome have consistently taught some-
thing as being true. What substance can



therc be to claims of this kind if the bishops
are not allowed to voice their considered
opinion? What kind of collegiality and
communion consists in allowing only those
voices tobe heard that conform to a position
already settled without reference to the
worldwide episcopacy? The Pope’sJuly 1998
letter on the theological and juridical
status of episcopal conferences makes
clear how Rome understands the limits of
collegiality.

Sometimes bishops do speak candidly
in synods and courageously question the
presently accepted disciplines. But then

The spy

N DIscussiNG John Le Carré’s latest
novel, some reviewers lamented that the
golden age of spies is over. But as if to
show that all is not lost, ABC TV’s Four
Cornersranapiece on‘spies’ in the Catholic
Church.

These spies are people who travel round
parishes, noting if anything done there is
not in accordance with law, and reporting
the matter to the Bishop or to Rome. This
practice has been criticised for being
divisive, crossing territorial boundaries, and
for being un-Australian. It is a little
disconcerting, however, that a more jarring
inconsistency with the Catholic spirit has
received no attention.

The practice of vigilante groups visiting
churches to demand proper observance is
not new. In 19th-century England, for
example, Evangelical Anglicans would often
visit Anglo-Catholic churches to ensure
that all accorded with the Book of Common
Prayer. A touch of lace or an overly altar-
like communion table would see the rector
reported.

Historically, spies have been found more
commonly among people who emphasise
God’s activity in the preaching of the Word
of God, and regard the sacramental as
incidental. For them it is important only
that ceremonies be performedin accordance
with church law. The agents of totalitarian
governments—who have been the most
common spies in Catholic churches—share
this preoccupation with the word. They

every attempt is made to keep those
interventions from the public forum. The
bishops at the Synod for Oceania were told
that their own speeches were not to be
distributed because they became the
property of the Synod. The only
authoritative statement to emerge from a
synod is the papal document produced
sometimes more than a ycar later when the
issues raised in the meeting are safely out of
the ncws and a bland exhortation will pass
unnoticed.

The role of the bishop was left
unexamined by the somewhat hastily
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who didn’t 1

usuallyleaveafter the se
follows to be irrelevant

Catholics howeve
sacramental. We respec
God acts through thin
water, Inarriages, meetin
When we gather for pra
When we gather to ask f

We should i
reconciliati
publicly orde
them. The pres

acts forgivingl

preached, God teacuvs. 1uv suven
sacraments are special instances, guaranteed
by the Church, of this principle. But in any
prayerful gathering, God works through
what we do.

Now if God acts in our gatherings, we
would place ourselves outside God’s
presence and work if we artended as
spectators or critics. We wor | be saying
that our gatherings are no more than human
events, and that God is not at work here.
The incongruous position of even the
sympathetic spectator underlay the early
Christian practice in which those not yet
baptised were led out of the church after the
Gospel and before the Communion.
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concluded First Vatican Council, so there
wds little in its teaching to balance the
absolute centrality it gave to the papacy.
The Second sought to remedy this by
insisting on the importance of the local
bishop, and of the college of bishops with
the Bishop of Rome not as their ‘boss’ but
as the enabler of their unity and its focus.
Rome may have learned to talk the talk,
but the bishops scem to be telling it that
it has more to learn before it can walk
the walk.

Dan Madigan sy is Eurcka Street’s publisher.

ove 1me

Bauiiou Lval .

The appropriate response to spies at
local celebrations of reconciliation should
be inclusive and welcoming. We should
pray that we shall all be open to God’s offer
of forgiveness. In discussion, we should
insist on the Catholic truth that services of
reconciliation are not merely a human
ritual. They are publicly ordered only
because God is present and acts in them.
The presence of God demands a proper
reverence with which spying i«
incompatible.

Andrew Hamilton sy teaches at the United
Faculty of Theology, Melbourne.
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Susanand a few workmates arc trying to
sign up colleagucs into the National Union
of Workers. ‘There are people just waiting
for the forms. I haven’t spoken to anyone
who doesn’t want to join.’

Compared with established industries,
their demands are very modest—fortnightly
pay rather than monthly, penalty rates,
clarification of entitlement to breaks and a
clear policy on the monitoring of calls. But
even modest gains are likely to be difficult
to get. Pat Woods, who specialises in union
recruitment at call centres, knows how
tough it can be.

‘When Optus was setting up it
approached the union and had an award.
Twelve months later, before the unions had
time to organisc properly, they offered their
new cmployees a [non-union] employment
flexibility agreement.’

Outside the major corporate sector it's
even more difficult. The union mobilised
outside one workplace in central Melbourne
after a few workers rang in to complain
about pay, breaks (an absence of them) and
an employment contract in which workers
signed away WorkCover entitlements.

Woods and her fellow officials handed
out information about workers’ rights and
urged staff to ring for membership. ‘Because
they’re all casual they're shit-scared to say
anything,’ she said. A few responses came
in nonetheless, but staff turnover wiped
out most of the gains in short order.

One of the CEPU’s most rewarding
successes was in a Melbourne call centre.
About 40, mostly women, workers
approached the union after they were forced
tosignindividual contracts, givinguprights
in the process.

Woods had the contracts struck out in
the Industrial Relations Commission and
then sat down with the women to draw up
a log of claims.

Thanks to the women’s determination
and their industrial leverage—they had
specific skills the employer could not easily
replace—they won a union agreement
including pay rises and penalties worth up
to $30 a week and the right to negotiate
permanency.

Perhaps most importantly, ‘they got
dignity,” said Woods. ‘They know their
rights. They have processes to resolve
disputes.’

That’s where the battery hen analogy
breaks down. Unlike our feathered friends,
today’s white-collar production workers can
dream of life beyond the bars. They have
the potential to win the right to range free.

—David Glanz
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L Mannix, Pinochet an¢ justice

THE EARLY 1960s, Fr Noel Ryan used to go cach morning to Raheen where he celebrated
Mass for the aged Dr Mannix. One day, he told us that he found Dr Mannix already vested
and ready to celebrate. The Archbishop explained that this was the opening day of the
Second Vatican Council, and that he believed in Councils. Behind the gesture was a long
tradition of French and Irish theology and a lifetime of pastoral practice. Both theology and
practice are illuminated by Jeffrey Murphy in the Australasian Catholic Record {January
1999). Murphy reproduces and comments on Mannix’s remarks, sent to Cardinal Sucencns,
about the draft document on the Church for the Vatican Council.

Mannix rejected the document, claiming that it was authoritarian, and sounded more
like ‘a legal document than a spiritual proclamation of religious faith, and still less like an
evangelical one’. In a month, too, when it has been reported that the Vatican has appealed
to Great Britain for Pinochet’s release on the grounds of a doctrine of national sovereignty,
Mannix’s comment on justice within the Church remains pertinent: ‘It would be a grave
scandal if the observance of justice were seen to be inferior in the Church than in secular
tribunals’. A good inscription for a new statue?

The same journal also contains sobering comments on the contemporary Church by
Genevieve Carroll and Michael Mason. They reflect on the initial results of a recent survey
of regular Catholic church-attenders. These amount to about 18 per cent of all Catholics.
Since only one quarter of this number is aged between 15 and 40, the percentage can he
expected to fall. The report generally reveals a reasonable knowledge of the central
doctrines of faith, but the younger respondents are more attracted to experiential rather
than dogmatic ways of describing God. The results suggest that we may expect that
Catholics of the future will display a looser sense of Catholic identity.

One of the ways of addressing Catholic identity is through religious education. In a fresh
and stimulating article, also in ACR, Richard Rymarz reflects on the experience of those
educated as Catholics in the 1970s in order to comment on religious education. Whercas
in the 1950s, young Catholics developed a Catholic identity through belonging to a
network of Catholic institutions, those who remained Catholic in the 1970s did so by
personal decision, often in the face of peer-group opposition. In contrast to those of an
earlier generation, memories of childhood include little reference to religious teaching.
Rymarz ascribes this in part to the lack of hard content in religious teaching. He suggests
that in secondary schools, a more rigorous program of religious education, which is not
primarily catechetical in focus, may be helpful. His suggestion has great merit, for it looks
to welfare of the 80 per cent of students whose association with the Church will remain
loose, as well as to the minority who will be ‘practising Catholics’.

This suggestion, of course, will have to meet the difficulties facing any classroom
curriculum which lacks accreditation for VCE. But in Victoria, at least, it could build on
the admirable curriculum developed in the VCE subject, ‘Texts and Traditions’. This has
the virtues which Rymarz praises, for it is open and intellectually rigorous. It has also been
immensely significant in the faith development of many reflective young people.

When reflecting on Australian Catholic identity, we can learn much from the long and
serious exchanges in the United States. In Horizons [Fall 1998), Peter Phan discusses the
relationship between Catholic identity and Catholic education. He remarks that when we
discuss thisissue, we often proceed wrongly by asking first what distinguishes Catholicism
from other belief-systems, and then by assuming Catholic education should focus on these
distinctive beliefs. Phan claims that Catholic identity is complex and intuitive. It is best
developed through a cultivated imagination and through a developed historical narrative,
as well as through argument. For that reason, Catholic education needs not only to be
intellectually rigorous, but spiritually and imaginatively rich.

The success of the ‘Texts and Traditions’ curriculum may bear reflection in this respect.
It may be that it is successful precisely because it touches the imagination. It enables young
people to enter the imaginative world of texts in a way that allows open play to their desire
for meaning, for story and for argument. [ |

oglae

Andrew Hamilton sj teaches at the United Faculty of Theology, Melbourne.
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Baby, don’t you
drive my car

ITRAVEL asouT 1000 kiLOMETRES A WEEK to and from and around my circuit in my car.
Because I spend so much time in it, the car is almost a mobile study in which I keep tapes,
sunglasses, a small law library, swimming gear, a camera tripod, a panama hat. Recently
the car was ste  n, stripped and burned, and all my stuff was destroyed or pilfered.

Perhaps it is salutary for magistrates occasionally to have the experience of being a
victim of crime. It puts us in touch with the anguish of those who suffer the consequences
of criminal activity. The inconvenience and sense of violation and loss made me burn with
anger and resentment for days after my car was stolen. I kept thinking of things that I had
had in it, some of which were irreplaceable, and almost none of which were insured.

But these encounters are a test of the principles and philosophy of sentencing offenders.
Without principles and a just philosophy of punishment, sentencing would degenerate into
arbitrary vigilantism. Sentencing is aimed at the protection of the community and the
upholding of community values and standards. But what does this mean?

According to traditional legal theory, sentencing is designed to deter offenders and
potential offenders, denounce anti-social conduct, exact retribution from and rehabilitate
people who have broken the law. Which factor will predominate depends on the given
circumstances of individual cases.

There arc few guidelines or binding precedents for magistrates or judges to follow. We
have no sentencing abacus. But neither is sentencing an arbitrary stab in the dark. Of
course, a magistrate must explain why the particular penalty is imposed. The offender and
the community are entitled to know what the court took into account, but it is impossible
in practice to provide an arithmetical formula for the calculation of all the relevant factors.
It is largely donc by trained intuition. Let me illustrate.

A few days after my car was discovered burned out, I had the difficult exercise of
sentencing an 18-year-old woman for car stealing. A friend of hers had knocked the car off
and invited her to come for a drive. She ended up driving the vehicle, knowing it to have
been stolen. The car was recovered.

Car theft is a very prevalent crime and is very expensive for insurers and their
customers. Because of its prevalence and the forensic difficulties, police investigations are
usually perfunctory. Unless someone is actually found in possession of a stolen car, there
is little hope of a successful prosecution. The penalties are scvere. Lawyers call these ‘the
objective features’ of the case.

On the other hand, while she demonstrated some anti-authoritarian tendencies in court
(not necessarily a bad thing generally but decidedly unpragmatic in the circumstances), this
young woman had played a minor role in the car theft and had no criminal history. Her plea
of guilty indicated contrition or at least honesty [she could have pretended that she had not
known the car to be stolen).

Because she seemed to have so little idea of how much trouble she was potentially in
([possibly two years in prison), I thought she was both immature and rather innocent. She
was also obviously humiliated by the whole affair, which is no bad thing if she draws the
appropriate lesson. 1ese were the ‘subjective features’.

Despite the dim view I take of car thieves, there are strong pragmatic rcasons for being
lenient with this woman. If a person is rehabilitated and reintegrated into our community,
he or she is one less problem for law enforcement authoritics to worry about and one more
citizen trying to make a civil society. On the other hand, cast young people out, and they
will come back to create more and larger problems. Heavy punishment should be reserved
for heavy crimes.

I have otfered her the opportunity to do some community service work. If she does the
work well, she could go free without a criminal conviction. On the other hand, if she
chooses not do to the work, she will suffer the stigma of having a record for dishonesty. It’s
now her choice ... |

Séamus O’Shaughnessy is a country magistrate.
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So too is Arena, the Victoria Derby winner
who today lined up at Warwick Farm in a
venerable race—the Hobartville Stakes.

We slipped into reserved scats opposite
the winning post, ushcred there by
attendants whose courtesy belonged to the
age of their own youth. They turned their
backs on the tilt-walker; shook their heads
when a bugler welcomed the field on to the
track by sounding the charge. This ‘F Troop’
flourish dong, the two-ycar-olds lined up
for the Veuve Clicquot Stakes. The winner
was 2 oddly spelled Redoute’s Choice,
first of three winners for the ubiquitous sire
Danehill this day, and for jockey Jim
Cassidy. Athis first start, the colt overcame
all the trouble that he had made for himsclf.
Watch for him in the spring.”

Callthe Cops carried our money at Eagle
Farm, but was knocked over at the furlong.
In the next at Caulfield we took a bashful
quinella in a bad mare’s race but were
tipped out by Darren Gauci on Danson
D’Or. Soon ¢cnough it was Dignity Dancer’s
turn. Although Cassidy lost an iron in the
straight, the gelding ran a tick outside the
course record held by Vo Rogue and
Waikikamukau, and won with authority.
Twer - minutes later, so did Arena in
Sydney. This is a high class three-year-old
crop, with plenty of scope when they turn
four to challenge Might and Power.

ABC adaptation buffs, savouring Vanity
Fair on television, had the omen bet in the
Carlyon Cup, which Gauci won on
Thackeray. In the Oakleigh Plate, once grey
narrowly cdged out another, Dantelah
beating Paint by a nose. It was the latter’s
first real glimpse of form since he’d won the

lue Diamond here two years ago. The
Armanasco was next: Sunline sprinted
effortlessly at the top of the straight but
was a sitting shot for the Danehill filly Rose
O’'War. These are top horses. One looks
forward to their next encounter with as
much relish as the clash of the colts. It’s a
pity that they will perform to half-cmpty
stands and in ncar silence.
*Redoute’s Choice went straight into the
$1,000,000 Blue Diamond the following
week, drew the outside gate, but still won
brilliantlyv.
—Peter Pierce

This month’s contributors: David Glanz is
a freelance journalist; John Coleman has
worked as a journalist in Australia, Britain
and the United States. He was editor of The
Catholic Leader, Brishane, from 1981-94,
Peter Pierce is Eurcka Street’s -
corre Hndent.






Is faith the
product of
submission
under coercion?
Or is it the
acceptance of a
Divine gift by
an informed
and reflective
mind?

Is truth so
fragile thai

it cannot

be openly
examined anc
debated?! Fear o
dissent, fear

of disobedience,
fear of loss of
control are self-
fulfilling fears
for they mistake
the authority of
the Church to
teach for a
power to
compel belief.
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the earth has no roots in the land itself, no history,
no past.

We maintained order by the exercise of
hierarchies of power and we were familiar with
competitions to acquire power. We emphasised
individual rights and responsibilities, rather than the
rights of groups. Our relationships with people outside
our nuclear families seldom involved greater
responsibilities than the avoiding of harm. Our society
embraced Christian values but they took root only in
the shallow soil of a socicty marked by materialism
and antipathies between the different Christian
affiliations.

Immigration from non-European sources
introduced further variations in the patterns of life of
the Australian community. Value systems based in
non-Christian religions accompanied an increasing
diversity in the ethnic composition of the Australian
community. We became more familiar with the

cultniree of Acia and the Middle Fact we oheerved
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were customary in Euro-Australian society, and we
witnessed that intense industriousness and passion
for education which are characteristic of every wave
of migrants.

Of course, the strands of Australian socicty have
been interwoven and each set of values has affected
the values of other sets. But, because of the
comparative numerical, political and economic
strength of Euro-Australians, their values have had

the greatest influence on the values of the
Australian nation.

OUR HISTORY AND TOPOGRAPHY have shaped the
pre-eminent Australian value: cgalitarianism.
Aboriginal society knew no kings or chiefs; mutual
reliance, cspecially in ceremony, was a feature of
nomadic life. Among carly European settlers, the
shared hardships of the bush did not eliminate class
distinction but they made it suspect; the waves of
immigrants from non-British countries denied the
prospect of an Australian Ascendancy; anc  proposal
for a Bunyip aristocracy was quickly scotched. The
shared hardship of diggers, first in the mining boom,
later in the trenches, created a tradition of mateship
which crossed every line of social demarcation. The
universal suffrage {though completed only in 1967)
was both the product of and the producer of an
egalitarian cthos.

Egalitarianism must cope with di :rences:
differences in colour and ethnic origin, in religion and
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culture, in natur.  zifts and acquired characteristics
or incidents. Ega arianism bespeaks tolerance and
it must be sustained by tolerance. Without tolerance,
differences would produce divisions that would tear
the social fabric. In Australia, tolerance is expressed
by the aspiration  a ‘fair go’ for everyone. Although
Australia has known sectarian bitterness, no
Australian colony was settled as the fiefdom of a
religious group. We have had no established religion
and ideologies have excited few passions. Australians
are less morally it ymental than Americans, perhaps
because convicts were more disposed to tolerance than
Puritans. T :rance was not strained in earlier times
by gross disparities in material wealth and, when the
economy was in reasona. :repair, there was enough
to go around. A relaxed lifestyle was generally enjoyed
and Jack’s opinions were as good as his master’s.
Tolerance attributed an equal dignity to all, to the
weak as well as the powerful, the poor as well as the
rich the frinoe_dwellere ac well ac the maingtream Tt
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us to equal respect in our personal relations and to
equality of opportunity to attain our own potential
and to share in socicty’s benefits.

Egalitarianism and tolerance underwrite the
peace and order of a pluralist, multicultural socicty.
Of course, peace and order can be enhanced by laws
that prohibit unjnstified discrimination, but laws do
not automatica 7 create values nor can laws
command obedience if they are opposed to the endur-
ing values of a society. Legal coercion is always a
remedy of last resort. Despite the convict beginnings
of European settlement in Australia, its mainstream
society developed in times and in places where the
law’s writ did not always run. There is a larrikin streak
in the Australian character that dislikes the exercise
of authority by onc person over another, although the
law itself is seen as a necessary safeguard of peace
and order. When something bad happens, it is agreed
that ‘there should be a law against it’. But Law is one
thing; uncontrolled power is another. Both Aboriginal
and Euro-Australian societies cxist under a system of
‘government of laws and not by men’. In an egalitarian
and tolerant society, only minimal legal coercion is
needed to mainta  social cohesion, peace and order.
Australians do not support laws or powers that
unnecessarily interfere with the freedom to do, to be
and to think whatever the individual chooses to do,
to be or to think—especially to think, for that is the
paradigm freedom. This country has been and is a
haven of freedom v all who come to its shores.



Egalitarianism, tolerance, and freedom in
combination can be identified as the most
fundamental and characteristic Australian values.
These are the values which have facilitated the
development, and are now nccessary to the
maintenance, of a multicultural society. They are
values which encourage initiatives unfettered by
history or class or cthnic origin. They are values which
foster and are fostered by a vigorous democracy.

But there is a downside. Whom do the egalitarian
Australians trcat as equals? Geography and history
made us remote from other places and peoples, and
our immigration laws were designed to maintain an
Anglo-Celtic enclave in the South Pacific. For
generations, mainstream Australians did not admit
Aborigines to their hallowed circle, nor did first
generation migrants easily achieve that status.
Egalitarianism assumed a sameness of ethnic and
social structure. Indeed, the White Australia policy

wrace inctified hy the view that it wac the nersceary
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Egalitarianism, confined by fear, promoted
intolerance. It can still do so, if differences that ought
not give rise to distinctions are permitted to do so.
Fortunately, for most Australians, cthnic differences
now have significance only if the ethnic group isolates
itself from intercourse with the gencral community.
We have become a more confident nation. Of course,
there are still some Australians who feel secure only
in a homogeneous society, isolated from the rest of
the world and separate from those pcople who are seen
as different. For them, equality, tolerance and freedom
stop where their fear begins.

A confident society is imperilled by fear. Fear
turns us inwards, away from our fellow men and
women; fear destroys the confidence that a nation
must have in itself if it is to prosper and play its part
in the community of nations.

Paradoxically, economic frecedom risks another
fear  is afear that grows from the disparity in wealth
between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’. The ‘haves’
fear a loss of possessions; the ‘have-nots’ fear oppression
and exploitation. Many ‘haves’ resent interference
with economic power; many ‘have-nots’ retreat into
alienation and antipathy to social order. Generally
speaking, State power has been exercised in Australia
to foster eauality, not to perpetuate privilege. Perhaps
the pendi 1m has swung too far in deregulating some
clements of the economy if equality is now at risk.
The Governor-General, Sir William Deane, in his 1999
address to the Australia Day Council of NSW, has

testified to experience that ‘the gap between the haves
and the ‘have-nots’ in our affluent Australia is actually
widening’. Whatever economic rationalists may
proclaim in defence of economic freedom, great

disparity in wealth erodes and ultimatcly
I undermines a socicty.

HAVE sPOKEN thus far about Australia as a pluralist,
multicultural socicty. The abscence of an established
religion in any of the Australian colonies, the easy-
going, materialist lifestyle that has been possible for
many and the inability of most of the principal
Churches to inspire their congregations, have blunted
the interest of many Australians in the spiritual life.
We are a sccular society, albeit religious belief is
respected and, in a rather vague way, Christian valucs
are esteemed.

The preamble to our Constitution declares that

the people of the Colonies relicd ‘on the blessing of
Almichtvy (Cad’

and that relatinnchin af the neanle
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justification for—indeed, it gives a transcendental
meaning to—the three values we have been
discussing: egalitarianism, tolerance and frecedom.
Speaking of human rights, the Pope said recently, in

his message for World Peace Day, 1999:

Every person, created in the image and likencss of
God and therefore radically oriented towards the
Creator, is constantly in relationship with those
possessed of the same dignity.

Scripture assures us that we have the dignity of
children of God, each equally precious in His eyes:
egalitarianism. We are bound to one another by an
obligation of mutual love; none is to be judgmental
of another: tolerance. And all are blessed with that
freedom without which virtue would be impossible.
If we have lost that understanding of ourselves and
our values, we ) not fully cclebrate our own
humanity and the lodestar of our future is dimmed.
But let those values be infused by the spirit of the
Gospels and they become the dynamic to produce a
vibrant, inclusive ar confident people.

The working document for the 1998 Oceania
Synod declared that witnessing to Christianity ‘is
inspired by charity and justice, by solidarity with the
poor, the marginalised, the oppressed, in short, the
less fortunate of this world.’

If this were the way in which we understood
egalitarianism and tolerance, our society would be
marked by social justice, cohesiveness and peace. We
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Arguably,

the Church in
Australia has
been too
insistent on the
incidents of
hierarchical
authority,

‘00 concerned
vith the fabric
1nd conduct of
ur institutions,
too timid in
challenging us,
the laity,

with the radical
requirements
of the Gospel.
And we, the
laity, anxious
not to be
distinguished
from our fellows,
fearful of the
loss of status or
possessions,
have found the
Church a safe
haven for our

complacency.
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Generally
speaking, State
power has been

exercised in
Australia to
foster equality,
not to
perpetuate
privilege.
Perhaps the
pendulum has
swung too far
in deregulating
some elements
of the economy
if equality is
now at risk. ...
Great disparity
in wealth erodes
and ultimately
undermines

a society.
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would lose the fears, and the antipathy, that gross
disparity in wealth engenders; we wonld be a
stronger and more confident member of e family
of nations.

The freedom, especially the freedom of
conscience,  at we enjoy in Australia facilitates
obedience to Divine Law. It was Newman who defined
conscience as the law of God, ‘as apprehended in the
minds of individual men’—which ‘though it may
suffer refraction in passing into the intellectual
medium of each ... is not therefore so affected as to
losc its character of being the Divine Law, but still
has, as such, the prerogative of commanding
obedience’.

Popc John Paul, again in his World Pcace Day
1999 address, and following Vatican II, asserted the
importance of freedom of conscience:

Religious freedom ... constitutes the very heart of
human rights ... People arc obliged to follow their
conscience in all circumstances and cannot be forced

to act against it.’

In the light of this clear statement of principle, it
is sad to note the different tone and message in the
report of the ‘Statement of Conclusions’ of the
meeting between some Australian Bishops and the
Roman Curia before the Oceania Synod. The prelates
are troubled by:

a concept of conscience that elevates the individual
conscicnce to the level of an absolute, thus raising
the subjective criterion above all ohjective factors and
having no point of reference beyond itself.

The prelates are concerned that:

The tolerance characteristic of Australian society
naturally affects the Church also. While it has many
positive elements, tolerance of and openness to all
opinions and perspectives on the truth can lead to
indifference, to the acceptance of any opinion or
activity as long as it does not impact adverscly on
other people.

But an honestly formed conscience is surcly
absolute for the individual and, as Newman points
out, ‘conscience is not a judgment upon ... any
abstract doctrinc ... but bears immediately on
something to be done or not done’.

No doubt the prelates are seeking to confirm the
teaching authority of the Church as a repository of
spiritual truth which is not to be discounted by merely
private reflection. And, as Professor Jerzy Zubrzycki
has pointed out (in ‘Authority and Freedom Can
Coexist’, The Australian, 28 December 1998), freedom
of conscience is consistent with the acceptance of the
‘defined and narrow’ authority of popes and bishops
which has ‘authenticity only with respect to its proper
and central objects: faith and morals’. But the
Statement uscs the language of command,
ecclesiastical government and discipline. The Tablet
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(2 January 1999 says the Statement is intended to
guide the Australian Bishops so that they may ‘affirm,
admonish and correct’ their people.

Is faith the product of submission under cocrcion?
Or is it the acceptance of a Divine gift by an informed
and reflective mind? Ts truth so fragile that it cannot
be openly examined and debated? Fear of dissent, fear
of disobedie e, fear of loss of control are self-tulfilling
fears for they mistake the authority of the Church to
teach for a power to compel belief. There need be no
concern about the acceptance of truth in the minds
and hearts of men and women of goodwill provided
the truth is clearly, rationally and fcarlessly
proclaimed—a proviso which raises a substantial
question for the Australian Church today. It would
be a mistake to think that, in today’s Australia, an
episcopal ipse dixit is sufficient by itself to producc
that assent of the mind and will from which a steadfast
faith will grow.

Arguably, the Church in Australia has been too
insistent on the incidents of hierarchical authority,
too concerned with the fabric and conduct of our
institutions, too timid in challenging us, the laity,
with the radical requirements of the Gospel. And we,
the laity, anxious not to be distinguished from our
fellows, fearful of the loss of status or possessions,
have found the Church a safe haven for our
complacency.

The Australian Church is our Church, our
responsibility, our beloved home. In that context,
egalitarianism means that, while Bishops, Pricsts and
People have different functions to perform, cach has
an cqual responsibility for, and an equal right to,
performance of those functions. Tolerance requires
that we understand that the Church, Divine in origin,
depends on humans tc  erform their several functions
and we must accept the failures and the shortcomings
of ourselves and others, keeping our minds and hearts
on Him who is our end and purpose. And freedom
empowecrs us to follow our conscicnce and, hopefully,
to choosc to bear the burdens of the Christian life
and to rejoice in the love, divine and human, which
they bring.

Australian values pose no threat to the Christian
life, but neither do they absolve us from the burdens
of following in the way of the Cross. Therein lies our
greatest challenge: Are we, am [, rcady to abandon
the prayerof St Au - stine—'Not yet, O Lord, not yet

The Hon Sir Gera Brennan AC KBE is former Chict
Justice of the High Court of Australia.
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has overtaken war as their main method of
undermining Indonesian rule.

Gusmao is convinced there is enough
good will in East Timor to bring about
peaceful change, but he says this spirit is
being undermined by the burgeoning pro-
integration militia that intimidate those
who do not openly reject independence.

‘Ithink this kind of violence is criminal
violence, not political violence,” he says in
reference to scattered incidents in Dili and
in the countryside. ‘We have asked the
Indonesian military ABRI to dismantle [the
pro-integration militia] Mahidi and
Meraputi and to disarm these groups.” The
emergence of the militia was confirmed,
however, when Gusmao agreed to meet
with long-time opponent and leader of
Mabhidi, Joao Tavares, in mid-March.

After meeting Xanana Gusmao in early
March, East Timor’s military commander
Tono Suratman denied that ABRI was
arming and supplying the militia.

‘Some of these people are using the name
of ABRIloosely,” hesaid at hishome in Dili.
‘Yesterday some youths stole some rice
from the government stock and said “ABRI
told us to take therice.” Everyone is saying,
“You better be careful because I have a
gun”, but it is just talk.’

Tono Suratman took over from his
predecessor after he was killed in a
helicopter crash along with the Eastern
Regional commander and ten others.
Falintil’s field commander, Taur Matan

uak, all but admitted Falintil was respon-
sible, in an interview published in the Far
Eastern Economic Review last year.

As Indonesia and Portugal continue to
negotiate the terms and conditions for
decidingits future, East Timoris very tense.
The streets in Dili are deserted at night.
People stay indoors to avoid roaming bands
of youths. The quiet is periodically
interrupted by the sound of gunfire, which
fuels debate the following morning: was it
police trying to disperse a crowd of
pro-independence youth throwing stones,
or the more sinister work of the militia?
Duringone nightin the first week of March,
there was a shooting and a machete attack,
and a young woman, badly beaten, was
dumped outside the Governor’s Office on
the foreshore.

Elsewhere, towns and villages in the
Liquica, Bobonaru and Ainaro districts near
the border with West Timor are being
terrorised by the militia groups.

Gusmao recognises that in such an
environmer
independence 1s out ot the question. In his
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meetings with diplomats and government
representatives, he has been pitching them
aplan of complete disarmament, under the
watch of a UN peace-keeping force, prior to
holding a plebiscite. Publicly, he is more
accommodating of the Habibie Govern-
ment’s opposition to a vote in East Timor.
‘We cannot force the situation; we have
to be flexible. Other mechanisms could be
adopted if they are democratic and
representative. We could accept another
way of consulting the East Timorese people
if it is democratic and representative.
‘But if we had such a consultation and
I saw that it was unfair, I would be so
unhappy. I think only a way agreed to by
everybody is acceptable.’ In March, the UN
secured an in-principle agreement from
the Indonesi 3 for the holding of a

referendum.

INDONESIA/S Foreign Minister, Ali Alatas,
stated in February that if Xanana Gusmao
accepts a final decision on the future of East
Timor he will be released, which could
mean that he woul return to his troubled
homeland a free man as early as August.
Gusmao says that if he is freed he will not
take the opportunity to settle old scores
with integrationists but try to bring groups
on either side of the independence issue
together in dialogue.

On the question of Gusmao returning to
East Timor, military chief Tono Suratman
said he believed it would help. He believes
the resistance leader is genuinely
committed to peace, but warned that, ‘some
Timoreans don’t a e with Xanana’.

Indeed, talking with some community
leaders in East Timor itself, I got the
impression that Gusmao’s goal will not be
easily achieved. Armindo Mariano, the head
of the East Timorese provincial assembly,
thinks that Gusmao, if and when he returns
to East Timor, will be more likely to advance
the interests of Fretilin and Falintil than
try to bring about consensus.

‘Maybe if Xanana is released he will
only talk to his own group,’ said Mariano,
who is openly committed to keeping East
Timor part of Indonesia. ‘Falintil must
surrender their arms first, because for 20
years they are the ones who have been
doing the robbing and the killing.’

‘Xanana is not the only leader in East
Timor,” he added. ‘He is a big man now
because all his expenses are paid by the
government, but when he returns he will
just be like the rest of us.’

I

blames a 10t or tne unrest since the end of
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January on pro-independence students who
demand Gusmao’s release. They are
destabilising the tentative moves towards
dialogue and consensus, he argues.

‘T y cause trouble wherever they go
but they are like empty drums—they sound
off big but there is nothing behind it. If
Xanana returned to East Timor, I don't
know if he could control them.’

Xanana Gusmao admits the difficulty
in bringing groups together, because he has
been so long away from the coal face of East
Timor politics.

‘Tt is hard to know who is around now.
So many people who are active 1 don't
know, and they are so much younger than
me. [tisnot only the five years in prison but
the 18 years before that in the jungle.’

If the principals in the power play in
East Timor are from what Gusmao describes
as the ‘transitional generation—we grew up
after Japanese occupation during the war
which altered the nature of Portuguese rule’,
then their extras are the young. Poor rural
youth attracted to the opportunity of
asserting their machismo with the militia,
students drawing on their support network
overseas to agitate for change. To fill the
hole left by Indonesian doctors, teachers
and businessman in an independent East
Timor, the country would have to find the
next c:neration of professionals and
community leaders among the Timorese
them ves, according to Gusmao.

‘T youngpeople in East Timor lack so
much self-confidence,” he says. ‘There is so
much hate—they are so ... fragmented. If
we do not help them they will fecl left out.
Usually people want to participate and cur-
rently they do not know how to contribute.’

One person who wants to see Xanana
Gusmao return is Gil Alves, Chairman of
KOT. (Association of East Timorese for
Peace). A foe of Gusmao before 1975, he is
now trying to bring Timorese of different
political colour together to establish a
framework for dialogue. Just to get bitter
enemies over the last two decades in the
one room together in mid-February to
one month of intensive dialogue. Governor
Soares attended and Xanana Gusmao is one
of the Association’s patrons.

‘One thing they [the Indonesian
Government] should do is release Xanana,
because he is intimately experienced in the
problems of East Timor and he has to help
solve them,” Alves says.

On the evening of this meeting, two
youths were shot and killed near a bus

—Jon Greenaway
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Uncle Hughie and
Private Ryan

N A DRAWER IN MY DESK [ have a few relics
of my great-uncle Hugh: a photograph of
him wearing his Gordon Highlanders
bonnet, his medals (awarded posthuimously
to his parents), a 191¢ ather pocket diary,
and a bronze plaque inscribed ‘Hugh Dillon:
He Died for Freedom and Honour’.

Although the family originally came
from Counties Cavan and Monaghan, like
many Irish families they crossed the water
to Scotland. Uncle Hugh’s portion of the
family gravitated to Motherwell, near
Glasgow. Hejoined the Gordon Highlanders
in September 1914, about four weeks after
the war began. His diary provides no direct
clue as to what drew him to the army.

His notes evidence an interest in the
day-to-day events only. Even whcen
somethingexciting happens to him, he does
not reveal his thoughts or feelings about
the incident. We get a laconic summary
only. Forexample, on 4 July 1915 herecords,
‘Got word to prepare for the front. Busy
getting kit ready ... Splendid weather.” His
battalion sailed for France on 7 July at
night. On 20 July, two companies of the
battalion went into the trenches for the
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first time. He records this then notes: “The
colonel killed, RIP. Paid 5 francs.’ On 22 July
he went into the trenches himself. What
does he say about this momentous event?
‘Artillery bombardment on our right.” On
7 August he recorded that a man had been
killed that night, that the weather was dull
and that he had received a letter. The next
day heinscribed: ‘First man buried at night.’

On 17 August, he left for Mazingarbe (a
mining village between Lens and Béthune,
about 25 kilometres from Arras). It is heart-
wrenching to read this: he had now reached
the place wherehev  todieand be buried,
yet the event is recorded with the same
tone of unconcern and mild interest in
which everything else is registered. By this
time, the British Commander-in-Chief,
General French, had decided to launch a
major attack towards the mining village of
Loos, afew kilometres from Mazingarbe, in
September.

Parts of the diary are bitterly ironical. On
24 August Hugh wrote: ‘Went to see the grave
yard behind the wall.” On 19 September,
four days before he was killed by a shell, he
jots: ‘Getting ready for trenches. Left about
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5.30pm. Long trail with ammunition case.
Lay at Quality St.” ‘Quality Street’ was the
name given by British troops to a major
trench system near Mazingarbe. The sting
in this entry is that Hugh ncw lies with
another 127 soldiers in a tiny British
Commonwealth war cemetery called ‘Fosse
7 (Quality Street)’.

Nowhere in his diary is there any direct
evidence that he was fearful. Indeed, he
often seemsto have enjoyed the experience.
On 26 August he recorded, ‘No fighting but
plenty of shouting going on. Up against the
Prussian Guard.” The next day, ‘German
trenches get it hot. The usual shouting
going on.’ Which all sounds quite jolly. The
next day the Prussian Guard were relieved
andHu  records with apparent disappoint-
ment, ‘No answer to our shouting at all’
On 30 August he had ‘a bit of a duel’ with
oneofthes: iciturn Germans, but does not
recordaresultorhisfeelings about shooting
at and being shot at by another human
being.

Even when he narrowly missed being
killed, he records only the bare fact. On
11 August he noted: ‘Had a narrow shave.



Weather dull.” On 12 September he jotted:
‘Our position under heavy fire at night. Had
avery narrow shave.’ Nodetails are given of
these experiences, whichIassume he would
have remembered for the rest of his life had
he lived to old age. Perhaps he merely
regarded the diary (which it was illegal for
him to keep in the trenches} as an aide-
memoire. But for two surviving letters one
could be forgiven for thinking that he was
either very inarticulate or somewhat
insensitive. He was neither, as the letters
show, but it is frustrating, as [ search for
his essence, to know that most of his

thoughts and memories have gone

UGH CERTAINLY Was an innocent. He

wrote to nuns and his diary records that he
regularly attended mass and confession
while he was in the army. He kept a
photograph of his mother and sister in his
diary.Inaletter he wrote to his parents two
hours before he was killed, his anguished
love of them and his fear of death is almost
palpable:

I am glad to say that I am still in the pink
and hope this will find all at home the
same. | may tell you we have been in the
trenches since Sunday night and their (sic)
has been heavy artillery fire all the time.
We have had a hitting up but nothing in
comparison with our friends over the way.
Iwouldn’t like to be in their shoes ... Don’t
worry yourself on my account as I expect to
be all right with God’s help. Your cver
loving son, Hughie xxx.

Two days lateralarge part of his Division
was wiped out in the abortive attack which
became known as the Battle of Loos. Had he
not died when he did, the odds were that he
would have shortly afterwards, as did so
many men at Fosse 7 and nearby cemeteries.

I have always struggled to comprehend
the experiences of the men in my family
who went to war. R.H. Tawney, the great
English social historian (who fought as an
infantryman on the Somme), once remarked
that the first requirement of a good historian
was a good pair of boots. With that aphorism
in mind, in November 1988, I went to find
Uncle Hughie in France.

I caught a train from Paris north to
Arras. In Arras it was very cold and light
snow fell as I sought a taxi. We drove along
a highway for 25 kilometres and every
kilometre or so passed a war cemetery. The
scale of the fighting started to dawn on me.
The taxi driver complimented me on my
French but the truth was that my vocabulary

was far too inadequate to express the
lowering sense of sadness and desolation
which came over me.

Mazingarbe is an ugly village joined at
the hip to another larger (and equally ugly)
village called Vermelles. The surrounding
farmland seems almost dead flat for miles,
except for massive slagheaps which
punctuate the skyline together with striped
industrial smokestacks and gigantic,
angular electricity pylons. It is easy to sce
how exposed infantry were out of their
trenches. Mining has ceased in the area,
and the slagheaps are now covered by grass.
The huge double-towered pithead, called
‘Tower Bridge’ by the British troops, which
had dominated the area in 1915, has
disappeared. So have all the other pitheads,
and with them many of the people who had
once lived there.

Frost-crusted puddles lay everywhere.
Beside the railway lines were stacked piles
of harvested corn. Cabbages grew in the
tiny front gardens of the miners’ cottages
(those few still occupied} and chooks
wandered randomly in the bleak, bare fields
searching for food.

The taxi driver dropped me in the main
street of Mazingarbe and I stopped for a
coffee at a bar which was a snug fit for the
three people in it. The old woman who
served me was so sullen that I thonght
better of my plan to ask her for directions to
the cimitiére de guerre anglais, but outside
a thickset man with a beard and sad eycs
{reminding me uncannily of my father) took
me gently by the shoulder and walked me
to the main road and pointed out the way.

I walked briskly up the main road,
massive trucks buffeting past me until
I reached a small, green, arrowed sign with
white lettering on it: “Tombes de Guerre du
Commonwealth—Fosse 7 Military Cemetery
{Quality Street)’. My heart began to pound.
I slowed my pace. I was approaching sacred
ground. You don’t race into a cathedral. It is
not just a matter of respect or ritual; you
need to attune yourself to the spirit of the
place.

Hugh now liesin a row with seven other
Gordon Highlanders and another 120
soldiers under immaculately kept lawns.
At the foot of cach white headstone are
planted roses and other British plants. In
little bronze cupboards sct in the gates is a
visitors’ book and a booklet from the War
Graves Commission indexing the graves. It
provides brief biographical details of the
dead soldiers.

Sir Edward Lutyens, who designed the
Cenotaph in London and the Australian
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War Memorial in Villers-Brettoneux, visited
France in 1917 and wrote to his wife:

The graveyards, haphazard from the needs
of much to do and little time for thought.
And then a ribbon of isolated graves like a
milky way across miles of country where
men were tucked in where they fell.
Ribbons of little crosses each touching each
other across a cemetery, sctin a wilderness
of annuals and where one sort of flower is
grown the effect is charming, easy and oh
so pathetic. One thinks for the moment no
other memorial is needed.

But it was, of course, not enough and
permanent memorials were required.
Dominating each Commonwealth war
cemetery is Lutyens’ Cross of Remembrance,
on the face of which is set a bronze sword.
While the iconography of the cross is
obvious, the swordis an ambiguous symbol.
It is emblematic of soldiers, but it also
unintentionally recalls Wilfred Owen’s ‘The
Parable of the Old Men and the Young’ in
which Owen has Abraham not only
slaughter the innocent Isaac ‘but half the
sced of Europe, one by one.’

Among the graves, [ saw a gardener. In
this quiet place I couldn’t help but think of
Mary Magdalene’s surprising encounter
with the ‘gardener’ at Jesus’ empty tomb on
Easter Day (cf. John 20:15-16). A small
contingent of British gardeners manage
teams of Frenchmen in the Commonwealth
war graves in France. Terry Smithies, a
Manchester man, supervised 21 cemeteries
in the Lens area, tending thousands of
graves. He told me that during the war men
were buried sometimes in blankets, but
often not. Everything depended on the
urgency with which the task had to be
carried out and the danger the burial parties
were subjected to. Officers, especially
aristocrats or thosc highly respected by their

troops, were often buried separately
rather than in communal graves.

AFTER THEWAR, the Imperial War Graves

Commission tidicd up the cemeteries and
marked the graves of their dead with plain
white stone tablets, inscribed with the
soldier’s regimental badge, his number,
rank, namec and regiment, the date of his
death and his age, in that order. Below these
identifying details is inscribed a religious
symbol {a cross, a Star of David, ctc.) and
then a short epitaph usually provided by
the family. On Hugh’s headstone we find
the details: 3/6864 Private Hugh Dillon
Gordon Highlanders 23rd September 1915
Age 23.

o EUREKA STREET 31







































The Fassifern

That name itself suggests a sandy creek,

shadc of bottlebrush or blackbean or feathery
wattle—in summer there will be certainly snakes
and if you're lucky you'll catch the flick and ripple
of a platypus in the larger pools. Tiny fish

or yabbics will tickle bare toes. This is boyhood.

Boyhood is always hot, it is summer. Boyhood

knows where to find all the big pools in the creek,

it is excited by the old stories of the gigantic fish

a river cod not seen since Oxley—but that feathery
shadow has not gone away. Boyhood knows cvery ripple
might lead to the catch. Boyhood also teases snakes.

Butin e mottled creeks of the Fassifern, snakes

bask in their own priority. This extends further than boyhood
and is a part of the country that makes town boys a mere ripple
over the surface. The Fassifern keeps sccrets in each creek

and though the shallows may be dappled and feathery

now, past holds its own shadows, like the giant brooding fish.

When we's  imbled down the bank in a rush to fish

or to swim or simply to escape like wrigglers or snakes

into the delight of water, our noise was like parrots, feathery

bright but raucous and squabbling. We asserted boyhood

with laughter and punches and thought nothing of it. It was our creek
and when we got there it obeyed us. We were shadows, a ripple.

We never coaxed out the mythical cod, though we did catch the ripple
of platypus and sometimes the flash of a kingfisher. We were the fish
excited by movement and sunlight. But we did learn that creek

or its aspects, and we even developed a caution with snakes

—it took only one scare. We were trapped in our boyhood

like the kingfisher and parrot in their own brilliant feathers.

The creek was the smallest part of the Fassifern, tail feathers
or wingtip—the valley spread richly all round. Its creek,

even so, gathered everything in and defined it. Even in boyhood
somehow we understood that. We accepted the mythical fish
as a sacred emblem without question. We allowed the snakes
their ancient right of passage before us to the creek.

The Fassifern returns to this, gathering snakes, a creek,
feathers on the sand, platypus or fish—a ripple
somewhere. Boisterous bare bodies. Summer. Boyhood.

Thomas Shapcott
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conventional ways. The place has no centre,
no focus, and there will be no guided tour
available to tourists. Each individual must
experience it alonc. From the outside it
looks  ceptive, like a field of corn frozen
in time. Inside the maze, it will be far more
unsettling, unpredictable, a bit like the
experience of the Jews ‘inside’ the Third
Reich, Eisenman hopes.

Partof theresistance to the model clearly
springs from its unconventionality and
abstr :ness. People feel safer with
memorial sites that have unambiguous
messages andlcave nothing to chance, even
if these lessons themselves are subject to
the vagarics of history. To this end the
Minister for Culture has recently proposed
a compromise which links a scaled-down
‘Field of Memory’ to an exhibition space
and an equally monumental ‘Wall of Books’
of glass and steel to house once million
books on the Holocaust.

The German parliament still hopes to
make a decision before the summer break.
But Naumann’s compromise solution has
thrownup legal and financial complications
that may well mean further delays. While
theou Hmeistooclose tocall, the odds are
that a monument will be built. But which
onc—Eiscnman’s original proposal or a
‘memorial with user instructions’, costing
several-fold the original design, currently
favoured by some in the government? As
Thomas Assheuer, writing for Die Zeit, has
observed, to refrain from making a mark or
asignisitselfa gesture full of portent. If the
memorial is not built  is would send a
signal to future generations that could be
far more injurious to Germany’s reputation
in matters of reconci tion than if it
proceeded with the project. If it builds it,
the memorial will not be for want of public
discussion about the issue. If handled well,
it could be a tribute to the liberal and
enlightened way Germany has managed its
public acts of remembrance.

In this regard, Germany must stand as a
model, particularly for countries like
Australia, in which debates about collective
memory : | national shame and about
reconciliation have received little
encouragement at government level. In
Australia we are still a long way from the
sort of consensus achieved under Kohl and
still shared by the new government, that it
is not enough to say sorry to the victims of
history—the nation must be publicly seen
to be ¢« ing sorry as well.

Alison Lewis is Senior Lecturer in German
at the University of Melbourne.






‘Absurd’ is a strong word. I use it becausc it describes where I find myself on these issues of fai  —
and I am not alone. ‘Stumbling block’ and ‘foolishness’ arc other words for absurdity. To finish that quote
from Paul: ‘but to those who are the called ... Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God’ (1
Corinthians 1:24). That is the power of the vision that goes beyond absurdity. In the often cruel chaos of
our world, a loving God may scem absurd. Denial does nothing for the chaos and the cruelty-—cxcept that
it strips away any possible perm: nce of mcaning. Beyond absurdity there may be meaning.

*
Fundamental to my faith
For mc, three decisions are primary in my faith. They come first; everything else comes after them. They
come in question form: i. Is there a God? ii. Do I survive my body? iii. Does God love me?

To all three my belief answers ‘Yes.’

Whether there is a God is a matter of belief, not knowledge. Someone who believes in a world with
God cannot escape the whisper that ‘perhaps there is no God’. Somcone who believes in a world without
God cannot escape the whisper that ‘perhaps therc is a God’. This ruthless ‘perhaps’ is inescapable.

When we look at our universe, the possibility that it just happened cannot be denied—even if the odds
are incredibly slim. The possibility that it was created somehow cannot be denied either—even if it
sometimes scems incredible. When we have said ‘created’, we have said it all; the ‘somehow’ is of
minimum moment. I look at our world in all its wonder. With St hen Hawking, I ponder why there
should be a universe for science to describe. And I believe in a creator or sustainer God.

I believe that I survive my body, that when the worms are done there is still a ‘me’. I can’t prove it,
even tomy own satisfaction. [know there are others (including mostino  DOlder Testament) who believe
that when life is ended they are snuffed out like a candle—leaving even less trace. I cannot prove them
wrong. But a merely physical and material existence would be ultimately meaningless for me and I do
experience a meaning in life. I do believe I survive my body.

Ibelieve that God loves me, loves us, is primarily our lover rather than our judge. What vision attracts
me to this belief? The vision recognises the human race as lovable. Possibly no century has faced human
ugliness as ours has (‘an unequalled sum of death, misery, and degradation’, Norman Davies)—and yet
we may still be able to recognise ourselves as lovable. The vision recognises our physical world as worth
creating. No previous time has been so fully aware of the world’s disasters as we are with our telcvision
and modern media—and yet we may still recognise our world as worth creating?

*

The magic

Visions resist language; words are refractory tools. An experience that took the wind out of my sails points
towards the vision that is so difficult to describe. [ was saying to a friend how [ hoped that there might
be relational beings peopling worlds across our universe. She asked why. I replied that it would make the
creation of our universe in all its immensity more intelligible. It would dispel that sense of human
egocentricity, with us existing all alone in the vastness of an infini  y expanding universe. She looked
at me and said: ‘Tony Campbell, if you really believed in God’s passior ¢ love, you'd realise that God
loves enough to create the entire v verse just for you.” In that expressiv:  ish phrase, [ was gobsmacked.
My head knew she wasright. ButIcouldn’t get my insides around it; I'still can’t. Such love is unbelievable;
I believe it is right; I still hope there are millions of other peopled worlds in our universe.

Are we passionately loved by God to that extent? I believe we are, but it beggars belief. A vision is there
that I'd love to be able to describe. A vision is there that I'd love to be able to see. I believe—and stamble
along in the semi-dark as best I can. It gives a whole new sense t Paul’s ‘through a glass, darkly’ (1
Corinthians 13:12). What would it mean to be loved by God to that  gree? What would it mean to take
that on board in our lives?

At the bottom of it there is an act of faith: the conviction that a God exists. For me, on top of that act
of faith sits the conviction that God is primarily loving. None of the other possibilities canvassed in
classical theology have completely satisfied me. They may sound{ :in a theological treatise; they do
not carry weight for me in the world I live in. So I believe in a God and in a God who loves. The Older
Testament even gives me words forit: “youare precious in my sight, and honoured, and I love you' (Isaiah 43:4).

Back then to basic questions: is our world creatable and are we lovable? My answer is grounded in
classical and orthodox theology: should we think something good to be beyond God, if we creaturcs are
able to do it! Any good we can do, God can do better. If we can perceive the lovable in another, why
shouldn’t God? If we can see worth in our world, for all its appallii 1ess, why shouldn’t GGod and why
shouldn’t God have created it? For me, that’s the gist of it. It can do with a little bit of { ing out.

Our world. When I can ask those who have been close to the po 1d least advantaged of people,
my question is, ‘If you were God, knowing their situation, would yo e these people?’ The answer—
after a long pause—has been, ‘Yes, [ would.” For all the squalor, degradation, and harshness, there is a joy
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