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1. Introduction to the Australian Evangelical Alliance

The Australian Evangelical Alliance
 (AEA) is a fellowship of churches, organisations and individuals. We are affiliated with the World Evangelical Alliance, an international fellowship representing more than 420 million Christians in 127 countries. Such a network puts us in touch with Evangelical Christians in both the so-called developed and developing worlds, and with believers who are persecuted minorities. AEA participates in the Religious Liberty Commission of this worldwide fellowship. 

The vision of the AEA is to help resource followers of Jesus Christ in Australia to be a visible sign of the Kingdom of God—that Jesus of Nazareth announced—in their unity, love, life and priorities, faithfully declaring the gospel of Jesus Christ and engaging in works of justice and mercy. AEA seeks to be a catalyst for Christian unity, cooperation and mission. Our mission is to serve the Christian community by:

· linking people and networks in strategic partnerships

· providing services to optimise the use of resources encouraging and supporting innovative ministries 

· encouraging and supporting innovative ministries

· stimulating and communicating biblical thinking in church and society about contemporary issues

· giving voice to Christian concerns 

It is in relation to these latter two tasks that we take much interest in the prospects for the Australian Human Rights Commission’s framing and discussion of questions of ‘freedom of religion and belief’ in Australia. 

2. The Need for More Discussion of ‘Freedom of Religion & Belief’
The ‘Freedom of Religion and Belief in the 21st Century’ Project (henceforth ‘FRB Project’) could possibly be a welcome opportunity to supplement the conversations that already take place at a variety of levels: between religious traditions, between faith communities and government, and between faith communities and other ‘civil society’ institutions. An invitation for more people to seek to understand and engage constructively and irenically with the continuing presence and public activities of religious communities in Australian society could be of real benefit at this time. 

Such discussions could be welcome in our immediate context for a variety of reasons. Firstly, general ignorance about the major religious traditions in the world abounds in Australia today. In the face of the pervasiveness of the “global culture industries”
 and their contributions to the ‘dumbing down’ of culture and their elevation of excessive self-interest and entertainment, serious conversation is lacking about those things which transcend ourselves, especially the weighty questions of God (and along with these, many areas traditionally of concern to the liberal arts). In the recent words of legal and literary theorist Stanley Fish: 

Short-term transactions-for-profit replace long-term planning designed to produce a more just and equitable society. Everyone is always running around doing and acquiring things, but the things done and acquired provide only momentary and empty pleasures (shopping, trophy houses, designer clothing and jewelry), which in the end amount to nothing. Neoliberalism, David Harvey explains, delivers a “world of pseudo-satisfactions that is superficially exciting but hollow at its core.”

Furthermore, the willingness of media to showcase sensationalistic pseudo-scholarship (particularly in relation to questions of ‘the historical Jesus’ and early Christianity) as well as the media-savvy ‘new atheism’ of Richard Dawkins and others does nothing to promote serious intellectual or civic engagement with ‘religion’. 

Second, on a more dramatic note, Australia saw serious concerns emerge and panic arise about ‘religion’, particularly Islam, in the wake of 9/11 and subsequent terrorist attacks. Connected with these, the ensuing immigration debates (and the Howard government’s ‘dark victory’) saw an entanglement of racism with bafflement and fear concerning Islam as a terrifying ‘Other’. It seemed we were premature to break out the champagne in celebration of a deep multiculturalism in Australia after all. In light of such recent disturbing episodes in our history, any opportunities for Australian Muslims to disavow and distance themselves vocally and practically from those violent militants who claim to represent Islam should be welcomed in order to ward off ignorance and fear. We suggest that engaging in as many forums as possible for dialogue is the best possible route for Muslims to follow in order to participate fully and freely in Australian public life. 

Third, the last two federal elections saw much media comment about the relationship between faith and politics. The appearance of the Family First party, a raised profile for the Australian Christian Lobby, and the deliberate ‘courting’ of something called ‘the conservative Christian vote’ drew commentary in the media that suggested somehow that ‘faith’ was a new force in Australian politics and mostly an unwelcome one at that.
 It is not uncommon to hear irrational fears of a ‘theocracy’ being propagated. Yet Evangelical Christianity in Australia is a variegated movement. It is not unreasonable to say that a great many Evangelicals welcome the opportunities to clarify the relationships between faith communities and the modern nation state in ways that can hardly be subsumed under such broad labels—ripe for caricature—as ‘the Religious Right’. 

Whether or not the FRB Project can make a useful contribution to public understanding on each of these areas will depend to a large extent on how some of these issues are framed and on this matter we have serious concerns. While we welcome discussion of the nature and limits of ‘freedom of religion’, we believe the framing of issues set forth in this project is problematic. For instance, a particular form of secularism and unqualified commitment to political liberalism appear to be the unquestioned default perspectives of the various FRB addresses and papers and, more importantly, carry the implicit conviction that it ought to be that of the ‘religious’ participants. This is seen nowhere more clearly than in the question of ‘whether’ faith perspectives should be allowed a ‘role’ in public debate. Within the mythos or framework-story behind this view, the managerial state (and coercive law) tends to be viewed as the primary means by which social peace will be arrived at and in which true freedom is expressed and experienced. This account, or something like it, is at odds with the self-understanding of Christians and, in all likelihood, will be incongruent with the self-understandings of other religious traditions. 

3. Contesting ‘The Secular’ and ‘Religion’ 
While we would also argue for a certain ‘secularity’ of government, the assumption that the modern liberal state is either merely a neutral umpire between ‘religions’ or is required to actively ‘protect’ religions—in this case speaking for Christianity—is highly contestable, not merely from the viewpoint of the Christian community but from a variety of political points of view, ranging from communitarians to various civic republicans and social democrats.
 

The meaning of ‘the secular’
 is by no means self-evident despite its frequent use, particularly by people of contradictory agendas. Perhaps the greatest misunderstanding of all has been the notion that it means in essence ‘non-religious’. The saeculum or secular referred in the first instance to many of the ordinary and everyday aspects of life, being set in contrast to the ‘eternal’ rather than the ‘religious’. In this sense, government should indeed be secular, recognising its limitations and avoiding the hubris seen frequently in the post-Enlightenment era in the violence of European nationalism and colonialism or mass collectivist experiments like Communism. It is no surprise that the ‘powers that be’ are frequently associated with idolatry in the biblical tradition. 

The notion of the peaceful state versus violent, irrational religion has been perpetuated by the ‘standard account’ of the so-called “religious wars” of Europe. Such an account tells a tale of extreme violence and disorder goaded by ignorance, irrational belief and ‘religion’, being finally overcome by the rise of a more rational, secular order and its primary institution, the modern State. The lesson to be learned from this period of history, it is said, is that a secular and reasonable solution to the problem of (inherent) religious intolerance is required. Yet when this modern mythos is set aside and the historical evidence is re-examined, the story simply does not stand up. Catholic theologian William Cavanaugh cites episodes of Protestants and Catholics fighting on the same sides of battles and all kinds of surprising alliances. Without excusing in any way the violence of Protestants and Catholics or their misuse of doctrinal conflicts for political ends, these wars are best understood as the violent birth of modern nation states out of the collapse of the medieval order
 rather than the inevitable outcome of strong religious belief—see St Francis for example.

Most importantly for our purposes here, in the midst of this violent reordering of Europe, the category of ‘religion’ as we now understand it was itself invented. Under the pressures of the Enlightenment and the rise of modernity, Christians, Jews, Muslims, Hindus and others have been expected to view their core convictions—especially those about ultimate reality and purpose—not as ‘public’ truth claims but as private opinions or elaborations of private experiences—an “energizing and consoling aura added to the business of a life shaped by factors other than faith”
—or non-verifiable sectarian creeds. Under the broad category of ‘religion’, the diversity of histories, peoples and convictions have been lumped together as different instances of the same ‘thing’. 

Yet lawmakers have often realised the enormous difficulty in producing a definition of ‘religion’ that satisfies the self-understanding of different groups, particularly when ‘religion’ is falsely excluded from public life by means of a contestable political theory. Whatever we might define as ‘religion’, it is undoubtedly always already intertwined with our public language and culture. Some welcome clarity on this issue can be found in the words of the British missionary to India, Lesslie Newbigin:

By the word culture, we have to understand the sum total ways of living developed by a group of human beings and handed on from generation to generation. Central to culture is language. The language of a people provides the means by which they express their way of perceiving things and of coping with them. Around that center one would have to group their visual and musical arts, their technologies, their law, and their social and political organization.
And one must also include in culture, and as fundamental to any culture, a set of beliefs, experiences, and practices that seek to grasp and express the ultimate nature of things, that which gives shape and meaning to life, that which claims final loyalty. I am speaking, obviously, about religion. Religion—including the Christian religion--is thus part of culture.

‘Religion’ cannot be marginalised or domesticated into a private sphere. Naturally, as Newbigin recognises and goes on to say, the relationships between ‘religious’ communities and a society that is multicultural and multi-faith (and highly mobile) is very complex. The society which results from these interactions however is not ‘secular’ (in the mistaken sense of non-religious) but pluralistic. Secularism would have us believe 

“…that religious descriptions of reality are always a sort of varnish which can be scraped away to reveal a more basic ‘secular’ account which was always already there underneath. The sleight-of-hand lies in the assumption that the ‘secular’ version of reality is not simply an alternative to religious accounts, but their underlying presupposition. According to modern secularism, all of us agree (or should agree) on a fundamental secular description of the real, whatever religious elaborations we may lay over it...”
 

Yet a genuinely pluralistic society must recognise that a secularist point of view is but one substantive claim among others. In this regard, it should be afforded the same opportunities to make its case in public forums as others but it has no special, privileged place. To the degree that secularism is treated as the default position in the FRB inquiry, Christian and other non-secularist participants will not be treated as full and equal partners in the conceived dialogue. 

4. Striving for Genuine Pluralism
In a genuine pluralistic conversation, the areas of ‘overlapping consensus’
 or agreement cannot be determined ahead of the actual conversation itself. Neither can all disagreements. The rationale for participants engaging in conversation and ‘deliberative democracy’ will be internal to their traditions. It is not to be expected that Christians, Muslims, Buddhists and secularists will have identical reasons or rationales for conversation in a pluralistic society. However, the rules of engagement and the outer limits of behaviour are fairly well established in wider culture and in these groups and we have existing laws that adequately proscribe unacceptable behaviour. 

Each group must be able to express their convictions openly and be given a fair hearing out of the particularity of their tradition. Convictions are the strongly held beliefs that make us who we are and our communities what they are. They are at or near the very centre of identity.
 They are more than the kinds of ‘belief’ that we may pick up breezing through life. In the case of Christian convictions, they connect us to venerable traditions and communities across time predating the rise of the modern nation state and across continents, so relativising commitment to nation and even kinship ties in the light of more transnational ‘catholic’ identity. In the words of leading philosopher Charles Taylor: 

The church is… a quintessentially network society, even though of an utterly un-paralleled kind, in that the relations are not mediated by any of the historical forms of relatedness: kinship, fealty to a chief, or whatever. It transcends all of these, but not into a categorical society based on similarity of members, but rather into a network of ever different relations of agape.
 

These traditions and communities in most respects require a commitment to norms and practices that are often out of step with other currents in our culture, particularly those which promote the sexualisation of culture and sexual promiscuity, or weaken commitments to marriage and the raising of children, or subsume questions of human dignity to personal preference. In this regard, Christian people appear to be socially conservative. On the other hand, the resources that are poured into advocacy for and relief to the poor and marginalised sees Christians on the so-called progressive end of society. 

It is important to note that these norms and activities of Christians do not arise out a philosophical, ethical theory (we await one that satisfies all philosophers, let alone ‘reasonable people’) or even a freestanding commitment to ‘human rights’ (which is not a substitute for the complexity of moral and political terminology and reasoning); nor do they fit the ‘left’ and ‘right’ political divides. Instead they arise from vigorous engagement with our sacred texts and the history of interpretation and practice. The distinctive—some might say, necessary—contributions that Christians make to Australian society, including public life, arises from their moral formation and commitments to justice, compassion and the common good as a vocation from God as revealed through Israel and in Jesus Christ. 

It is understandable that some commentators are frustrated by the terms in which particular debates are conducted within the Christian community and the caution that is often shown in adopting stances that many in society think are morally self-evident (given their moral formation in liberal culture). We understand because we are similarly frustrated by what we perceive to be the narrowness and thinness of contemporary moral discourse, particularly the culture of 'emotivism' where people without shared convictions shout at each other in terms of claiming ‘rights’.
 Christian ethical thought cannot be translated without significant ‘remainder’ into the moral vocabularies of liberalism
—indeed even this is an understatement. 

5. On Not Stifling Dialogue and Debate
An authentic recognition of the particular identities of religious traditions and communities understands the different kinds of relationship that they have with each other including histories which are in part intrinsically antagonistic. This is in one sense not particularly unique as we can see this in the case of political alignments. Nonetheless, there is more at stake in religious traditions. 

The histories that different traditions bring to conversation today are rooted in the emergence of movements at different stages of history and in different parts of the world. In some cases, contact is relatively recent and less controversial. Buddhism and Christianity are two very different kinds of movements with different aspirations and worldviews—incompatible and yet without a long history together. The relationship between Christianity and Judaism is quite different since a messianic Jewish movement emerged at a critical period just before the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 AD claiming that the ‘story’ of Israel was being fulfilled through the life, death and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth—whom its leaders had accompanied
—and became a transnational movement in contention with Judaism(s) which sought the future of a diaspora Israel with no Temple through the Rabbinic interpretation of the Torah. Islam’s relationship to Christianity is different again: with Islam appearing several hundred years later polemically denouncing the extant sacred texts of Judaism and Christianity with a revelation claim remarkably dissimilar to its predecessors, delivered through one man, Mohammed, and a thoroughly revisionist understanding of biblical people, events and theology. 

Encounters between the Abrahamic traditions in particular will range between dialogue for better understanding of respective claims, vigorous argument about the validity of those claims on a variety of historical and theological grounds, and seeking common cause as fellow citizens concerned with the common good. 

There is no reason internal to Christian theology that requires special protection by the State of our claims or from criticism of those claims. We may respond to criticism or even mockery of our claims as citizens who already have the right to respond in public space. We would suggest there is no good reason for any other religious community to have their particular claims protected by law. In the words of Amir Butler, executive director of the Australian Muslim Public Affairs Committee in 2004 regarding ‘religious vilification’ law:

The problem is that as long as religions articulate a sense of what is right, they cannot avoid also defining - whether explicitly or implicitly - what is wrong. If we love God, then it requires us to hate idolatry. If we believe there is such a thing as goodness, then we must also recognise the presence of evil. If we believe our religion is the only way to Heaven, then we must also affirm that all other paths lead to Hell. If we believe our religion is true, then it requires us to believe others are false. Yet, this is exactly what this law serves to outlaw and curtail…

All these anti-vilification laws have achieved is to provide a legalistic weapon by which religious groups can silence their ideological opponents, rather than engaging in debate and discussion. In doing so, people who otherwise might have been ignored as on the fringes of reality will be made martyrs, and their ideas given an airing far beyond anything they might have hoped for. And at the same time as extremist ideas are strengthened and given legitimacy by attempts to silence them, the position in our society of the religions themselves is weakened and undermined.

Who, after all, would give credence to a religion that appears so fragile it can only exist if protected by a bodyguard of lawyers?

We are therefore in opposition to the introduction of any legislation that would stifle the kinds of robust debate, polemics and apologetics in some interreligious encounters. Australians happily accept it in social, political and even academic debates—why not ‘religious’ ones? Existing laws already proscribe defamation of persons. Any move to introduce a ‘defamation of religion’ law—a move seen on the international level from some Muslims based on view of their religion and texts—exhibits an illegitimate intervention of the bureaucracy of the secular, limited state into questions that have occupied and perplexed the brightest minds of our civilization and it would ironically represent the kind of ‘right wing’ censorship that human rights-oriented advocates would surely loathe. It is a severe incursion of freedom of speech and freedom of religion. 

In short, we believe in a free society where, for example, the activist-atheist Richard Dawkins can continue to make the most ill-informed, misrepresentative and even offensive statements about Christianity (as per his ‘documentary’ The Root of All Evil broadcast on ABC’s Compass over two weeks) without fear of the State (or Churches) silencing him in the name of some form of ‘political correctness’ or special privilege. After surviving and even flourishing under hundreds years of physical, verbal and ideological attacks, the Christian faith does not need the protection of blasphemy or vilification laws. We would counsel other traditions to avoid such avenues which only create conditions for distrust and suspicion rather than openness about disagreement. We counsel lawmakers to avoid legislation that is both unnecessary and—if the Victorian religious vilification legislation is any indication—unworkable. 

6. The Deep Compatibility of Christianity and Free Public Space

In the understanding of Christians, the communication of the good news is enabled by the churches as a diverse but deeply unified (in core convictions concerning Jesus of Nazareth) witnessing community in a universal mission. It is not simply the message that is important but the manner in which it is presented—a gracious presentation of a message of divine grace. The manner of proclamation must itself witness to the character of the good news. According to Mennonite theologian John Howard Yoder, vulnerability (following the “Suffering Servant”) is a key element of our public ethos and it is betrayed by attempts to use coercive means to achieve a religio-political social cohesion as was seen in elements of ‘Christendom’. (Christians widely recognise the need today to ‘disavow Constantine’.) In relation to the “public offer” of the gospel, this same ethos is proclaimed, embodied, and offered to wider society.

The logic of “evangelism”—recovered in Reformation Europe particularly by baptistic Christians—speaks to the shape of public space, of ‘civil society’, implying and conferring a dignity to the hearer as a responsible agent as well as the freedom to disbelieve or dissent from the message, and opening up difference against any homogenous ‘sacral state’ or ‘sacral society’. The non-coercive “dialogical space”
 opened up by faithful proclamation (in articulation and peaceable enactment) is itself a public witness to a normative shape of ‘public’ space as well as the requisite ethos and necessary virtues for its proper functioning. This is a reforming impulse that the Christian community is continually called to remember and enact.

Anglican moral theologian Oliver O’Donovan likewise describes the relation between churches and civil society in the West as dialectical, distant though identified, with the former announcing good news to, as well as critiquing, the latter. In the experience of Christendom, O’Donovan recognises the emergence of a quasi-’liberalism’; not a full-grown late modern liberalism but rather an ‘evangelical’ liberalism. This is not rooted in a state-of-nature theory but the radical institution of liberty enabled and announced by the gospel of Christ. 

The shape of primitive Christian communities, particularly  the ‘open meeting’, “is the paradigm for the birth of free society, grounded in the recognition of a superior authority which renders all authorities beneath it relative and provisional”
 and a “radical openness to speech” from all members of the community. 
 

Christian freedom is rooted in the ‘law’ of self-giving love. It is not defined as individual expressiveness or centred in ‘rights’ protecting from infringements but rather is a “new social reality”, a new social disposition toward and radiating from Christ the king. In this new social reality, however, individual liberty “is not far away.”
 The substantive vision of the gospel gives both direction and power to live in freedom; thus being so much more than the abstract presentation of endless self-realising ‘possibilities’. Likewise, practices of baptism imply the freedom to change identity; practices of discipline and restorative justice and hospitality speak to discerning dialogue, inclusion and tolerance—and Christianity at its best has been at the forefront of breaking down social barriers over time, working out the implications of its convictions and practices. 

Late modernity and modern liberalism cannot escape the historical reality of Christendom even though they may be chronologically ‘after Christendom’: they bear the “memories and traditions”
 of Christendom. At its worst, modernity can be a parodic and corrupt development of Christian-influenced social order.”
 In place of an ‘evangelical’ liberty to pursue (and debate) the good, we have posited the naked will of the sovereign individual or perhaps more nuanced versions that nevertheless have the common problem of a primitive opposition between individual and society. The elaborate schemes of social contract and procedural justice have at their centre the self-positing subject, the individual decision-maker, devaluing communal ties and social goods—and making ‘religious’ communities appear threatening.

‘State of Nature’ accounts in political theory are actually ‘secular’ version of Biblical creation and fall stories. In the wake of modern science and the deconstructions of ‘Reason’, nature is apparently non-teleological, waiting for purpose to be imposed upon it by the minds of human beings who, furthermore, exist in a ‘natural’ state of conflicting interest. According to this conception, civil society and the State are imposed on top of this pre-social state of nature. As a result, “arbitrariness has been the nemesis of modern political order.”

In effect, what is required for a truly free society is not the divisiveness of an over-extended liberal rights discourse, the competitiveness of a ‘free’ market or the maximisation of consumer options, but the ongoing practice of peaceable ‘religion’—and here we obviously advocate Christianity—and the freedom to seek to persuade, to dissent, to argue; and along with this the presence of communities of substantive moral vision that seek the common good and morally form persons who can be good and diverse citizens. 

Christian evangelism involves translation and the patient contextualisation of the ‘good news’ in diverse cultures—in accordance with its ‘heavenly vision’ of a multicultural community worshipping in harmonious difference—rather than mere dissemination of a monolithic viewpoint and a required submission. 

7. Why Our Current ‘Freedom of Religion’ is Good for Us All
Freedom is the capacity to flourish—to live well and for life to ‘go well’
: that is, the combination of the pursuit of a life of moral integrity and service with the material and social conditions to enjoy life. Part of the ‘good life’ of a community and even a larger society is discussing and discerning the various ways this might be achieved. 

There is a wide recognition among many political theorists, social researchers and theologians that an overreliance on the language of rights is detrimental to social cooperation. Communitarian theorists have repeatedly stressed the responsibilities and obligations we have toward one another. However, moral life transcends even the language of obligation. Social goods cannot be adequately captured in proscriptive or prescriptive rules or law. There is a large space of freedom required for the development of the varying visions of moral life in community. As we have already noted, communities of substantive moral vision, vocation and mission are behind key, sacrificial work with the underprivileged, the development of education and caring institutions, and in most cases these are either Christian or another religious group or else have their origins in ‘faith-based’ communities. 

Institutions and organisations are frequently formed to further that mission and, where possible, maintain the vibrancy of the moral vision and practices that inform their tasks through gathering people of like faith and ethical understanding. This also happens in some religious schools and hospitals. Employment in many of these situations is not considered simply a matter of efficient outcomes in work performance but a shared moral project. This is not even to suggest that involvement by people outside of a particular faith community would not be allowed because they are somehow completely immoral or of incorrigibly bad character. However, there are moral practices, relationships and social institutions that are held to be of immense importance and social value, including our sexual practices (regardless of our orientation) and Jewish and Christian views of marriage as a covenant dedicated to not simply to joyous sexual expression but to the raising of children and to hospitality in a context of difference, including gender difference. There are practices of prayer, scripture study, moral deliberation and spiritual discernment that are integral to these institutions’ way of life. Employment in these ‘religious’ settings transcends what is written in a ‘neutral’, task-oriented job description and involves one in a religious and moral community where significant agreements allow the expression of the way of life the institution serves. 

Diversity must never be held up as an abstract ideal and the extent and limits of diversity in various contacts needs to be discerned according to the ends and purposes of institutions and their self-understanding. Political scientist Diane Mutz has demonstrated empirically that there is apparently an inescapable tension—perhaps conflict—between the two contemporary ideals of democratic politics: deliberative and participatory democracy. Participatory politics can bring very modest increases in tolerance of diverse views. Exposure to a wide diversity of views decreases participation in politics. In other words, based on real experience, Mutz shows that in various projects or institutions, it appears that we have to chose between systems in which people actively participate or in which people discuss issues with diverse interlocutors—between active citizenship and diversity.
 On analogy, the degree to which shared convictions are necessary to further the mission of an institution need to be weighed against the desire that particular groups reflect the whole of the diversity and inclusion across wider society. It appears we cannot have it both ways.
The tolerance and permission people have in liberal democratic society to pursue a wide array of lives does not mean their practices are endorsed or approved by particular communities. Where employment infers endorsement of those practices in contradiction of theological conviction—say, the authority of their scriptures—this is a serious problem. While particular communities can share in the agreement that citizens are free to pursue a variety of incompatible lives and that they can co-exist and interact in particular situations, this is distinct from being coerced by the state into situations antagonistic to conscience day-by-day. Interference in Christian and other groups who hold to different moral assessments—that have a long historical and intellectual pedigree—in order to conform to vox pop sensibilities is ironically fundamentally antagonistic to the idea of liberal freedom that is supposedly being upheld.

8. Concluding Remarks

In this admittedly rather discursive submission, I have outlined merely a fraction of the theoretical and practical concerns we have with the current trajectory of the FRB Project. While it is stated that there may be a need to protect ‘religion’, we see moves to domesticate Christians and other groups from living out their convictions in good conscience, to restrict them as far as possible to a ‘private sphere’ and to seek to overrule current religious exemptions—such as regarding refusing employment of persons in certain institutions based on serious lifestyle-based incompatibility with a community’s moral and theological vision—through coercive legal means. We see implicit moves to instigate changes in law where none are in fact necessary. To the man with the hammer, everything looks like a nail or something to hit. We request that these complex questions of moral and theological conviction are not left in the hands of lawyers and bureaucrats but in the continued conversations, dialogue and debate of civil society between religious communities and with government and between citizens. 
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