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SUBMISSION TEMPLATE
The following nine questions are for individual submissions only.
They are designed to provide an overall snapshot of Australian society in relation to religious freedom in Australia as a multicultural and multi religious nation.

Please circle or highlight one response only for each question.

1. The emergence of a multifaith Australia is a welcome historical development.

Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree, if the question is: Is the emergence of a multi-faith/multi-idea group of individual Australians a welcome historical development? 

Strongly Disagree, if the question is: Is the emergence of a multi-faith group within Australia a welcome historical development.

2. Some faith communities represent a threat to the long term cohesion of the Australian nation.

Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree that all faith communities (including mainstream “Australian” faith communities) represent a threat to the long term cohesion of the Australian nation.

3. Some faith communities represent a physical threat to national security.

Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree that some but not all faith communities represent a physical threat to national security.

4. On balance, religious communities contribute to the social capital or social wealth of the Australian nation.

Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree

Disagree that on balance religious communities contribute to the social capital or social wealth of the Australian nation.

5. The nation state has the responsibility of curbing the activities of religious extremists when they contravene human rights by threatening the safety and/or wellbeing of those of different faiths or beliefs.

Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree that the nation state has the responsibility of curbing the activities of all religious groups including any collective “faith and belief” systems regardless of their being extremists or not when they contravene human rights by threatening the safety and/or wellbeing of those of different faiths or beliefs. (The principle applies equally to those within the same faith or belief system who are being coerced by other members of their faith or belief.)
6. Consider - equality is a natural human right to be applied in all instances of religious practice.

Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree, so long as it is not organised into collective systems of “faith and belief”.

7. Freedom to express and practice your faith or belief system is generally well-protected in Australian society

Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree

Agree. Australia is one of the most well-protected societies in the world, but that does not mean that it is as it should be. Just because something is relatively “better” than something else does not mean that it is “good”. “Well-protected” is a subjective and relative term.  

8. The Australian Human Rights Commission plays a positive role in protecting freedom of religion and belief in Australia.

Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree

Agree.

9. The outsourcing of government services to religious communities has been a welcome development in Australia.
Strongly Disagree          Disagree           Neither agree nor disagree           Agree           Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree.
This next section outlines the seven areas that the report is exploring, and provides research questions to contextualise the topic and serve as a prompt. These areas and the questions are a guide only, and respondents should not feel limited by these.

1  Evaluation of 1998 HREOC Report on Article 18: Freedom of 
Religion and Belief

This is to evaluate the impact of the report, and assess changes in the social climate between 1998 and the present. Article 18: Freedom of Religion and Belief surveyed Australian federal, state and territory legislation as it related to the practice and expression of religion, faith and spirituality. The major issues were religious expression, discrimination on the ground of religion or belief and incitement to religious hatred. 

The full report and an overview of major issues can be found at: www.humanrights.gov.au/human_rights/religion/index.html#Article 
1. What are areas of concern regarding the freedom to practice and express faith and beliefs, within your faith community and other such communities? 

“Faith and beliefs” are subjective and unique concepts that are attributable to an individual’s consciousness. 
Collective “faiths and beliefs”, implies a coercion of an individual’s faith and beliefs (or lack of them) by an organisation.
Some individuals accept the coercion based upon understanding. Others accept the situation because of direct or indirect pressure.
But; there are still many others who do not accept the coercion, yet who are directly or indirectly affected by the results. 

It is a fundamental tenet of democracy that an individual’s rights to freedom of thought, or right to exist without harassment, are not impinged upon by any other individual, or group of individuals, other than by the laws of the state.                 

Thus, in all cases where that right is in any way compromised, then there is concern. There is a myriad of examples of such concern, for example; genital mutilation (including circumcision), the difference in funding for schools based on religion, variations in conditions when working on a religious holiday etc etc. 
2. Have new issues emerged since this report was published in 1998 relating to expression of faith?  

Examples are constantly evolving, but the principle remains unchanged. 

3. Is there adequate protection against discrimination based on religion or belief, and protection of ability to discriminate in particular contexts?  

So long as the principle outlined above exists, and examples continue to evolve that run contrary to the principle, then there is not adequate protection.  
4. How are federal and state and territory governments managing incitement to religious hatred, and the question of control and responsibility? 

Federal and state and territory governments are the tools of the will of the people. They are tasked to represent the “current” status of public opinion be that “good” or “bad”. Public opinion evolves and changes over time, what was “good” can become “bad” but the supporting policy will always lag behind the current status view. Current legal frameworks may support “bad” policy because the legal frameworks are out-of-date with the will of the people. Examples of this are the evolution of abortion and euthanasia laws; ironically, the laws of life and death.     
Hatred itself, again is a subjective and unique concept that is attributable to an individual’s consciousness and thus outside the laws of the state.
5. How well have the recommendations of Article 18: Freedom of Religion and Belief been implemented by the various state and federal governments?

As far as is visible to the masses, the recommendations have been reduced to tokenism and do not redress the consequences of collective “faiths and beliefs” that impact upon them. 
Religious and racial intolerance is rife in Australian society. Possibly not to the same extent that it exists in other states, but it is there, simmering away just the same. The effect of that intolerance manifests itself in many unsavoury ways, exemplified by the religious/race riots already witnessed in Australia for the first time in Sydney a little while ago. Directly associated with religious and racial intolerance is cultural intolerance and the destabilisation of the Australian idealism of an egalitarian ethos.

Regardless of the reality, or simply our perception of egalitarianism, we hold on to the concept dearly. It goes to the very roots of our mythologising about our society and ourselves.

I believe that, even if our reality is not symmetrical with the dream, the dream and thus a progression from the dream to the reality, being a desire for a harmony of spirit, opportunity and equality is an admiral goal worth fighting for. 

2.  Religion and the State – the Constitution, roles and 
responsibilities
This is about assessing existing legislative protection of freedom of religion and belief, and its practice and expression in Australia, as expressed in the Constitution. Within this, what are the roles and responsibilities of spiritual and civil societies and do these need to be codified in law?

Section 116 of the Commonwealth of Australian Constitution Act states that: 

The Commonwealth shall not make any law for establishing any religion, or for imposing any religious observance, or for prohibiting the free exercise of any religion, and no religious test shall be required as a qualification for any office or public trust under the Commonwealth.

2.1 The Constitution

1. Is this section of the Constitution an adequate protection of freedom of religion and belief?

No, because it is ambiguous with respect to the interpretation of “any one religion”. This has been interpreted as meaning that it is OK to protect religions as long as one is not favoured over another. The alternative interpretation (and one which has strong justification based on research) is that the government, via the constitution, is not to protect any religion. Thus, the state is to always take a secular view and is always separated from collective systems of “faith and belief.”    
2. How should the Australian Government protect freedom of religion and belief?  

It is a fundamental tenet of democracy that an individual’s rights to freedom of thought, or right to exist without harassment, are not impinged upon by any other individual, or group of individuals, other than by the laws of the state. 

Thus, by continuously judging evolving societal states with this in mind, constructing and amending laws to match, then the Australian Government protects the individual’s rights to freedom of faiths and beliefs without reference to collective systems of “faith and belief” . 
3. When considering the separation of religion and state, are there any issues that presently concern you?

Yes, because the Constitution is ambiguous with respect to the interpretation of “any one religion” as indicated earlier.
4. Do religious or faith-based groups have undue influence over government and/or does the government have undue influence over religious or faith based groups?

Yes, this is obviously true with respect to both sides of the politics.  
5. Would a legislated national Charter of Rights add to these freedoms of religion and belief?

Yes, so long as it focused on the individual and rejects the collective systems of “faiths and beliefs”.
2.2 Roles and responsibilities

6.
a)  What are the roles, rights and responsibilities of religious, spiritual and civil society (including secular) organisations in implementing the commitment to freedom of religion and belief?

There should be no implied rights and/or responsibilities, with respect to the freedom of religion and belief, by religious and spiritual organisations other than by confirming the rights of individual freedoms within their tenets. Only state laws, acting as the instrument of the wishes of the people, within the context of current societal values, can be responsible for ensuring that the rights of the individual are maintained.     


b)  How should this be managed?

The state, by continuously judging evolving societal states, with the rights of the individual in mind, constructing and amending laws to match, then the Australian Government manages those protections that exist and evolve to strengthen such rights. 

7.
How can these organisations model a cooperative approach in responding to issues of freedom of religion and belief?

They can fundamentally never reach a cooperative approach because they have inherently different motives and value sets going to the heart of the issue associated with collective systems of “faiths and beliefs”. 
8.
How well established and comprehensive is the commitment to interfaith understanding and inclusion in Australia at present and where should it go from here?

To take this point of view actually encourages destructive, rather than constructive, differences to be maintained because it legitimises the acceptance of collective “faiths and beliefs”. That, in turn, legitimises influence of a group over the individual.
9.
How should we understand the changing role and face of religion, nationally and internationally?

The changes, often portrayed as a softening of the fundamental elements of collective “faiths and beliefs” are a subterfuge in line with a more subtle approach to the “spreading of the word” within a more critical, media-aware population. The underlying message of collective control and influence over the individual remains the same.  

3 Religion and the State - practice and expression

The emergence of a multifaith Australia has brought issues regarding religious expression to the fore in debates, politically and culturally. This area is about balancing the expectations of faith-based organisations with civil society organisations.  

1. What are some consequences of the emergence of faith-based services as major government service delivery agencies?  

The consequences are increased divisiveness within a society that prides itself upon egalitarian values. 

2. How should government accommodate the needs of faith groups in addressing issues such as religion and education, faith schools, the building of places of worship, religious holy days, religious symbols and religious dress practices? 

A secular government, that which is in the spirit of the egalitarian values, should never condone, much less encourage, the will of the group to suppress or influence the will of the individual.
3. Is current legislation on burial practice and autopsy practice adequate? Are any other of your religious practices inhibited by law, procedural practice or policy (i.e. education or health)?

4 Security issues in the aftermath of September 11

In response to the events of September 11, 2001, the federal and state governments enacted changes to existing legislation and introduced new legislation. The changes were introduced to better protect Australia from the threat of terrorism, both internally and externally. This section seeks to assess the impact of the legislative changes on religious and ethnic communities and determine if cultural identity and freedom to publicly express or act in accordance with beliefs has been affected. 

1.
a)  Have the changes in federal and state laws affected any religious groups, and if so how? 

The changes to federal and state laws do not discriminate against collective systems of “faiths and beliefs” except where those faiths and beliefs impinge upon the physical (although not mental) safety of the individual or the broader community. Thus, security concerns have affected the laissez-faire pre-existing approach to security across the board, irrespective of religious affiliation.

b)  How should this be addressed? 

Rather than tactically attempting to pacify the concerns of faith (or otherwise) based groups, strategic long term educational programs are required, aimed at diminishing the prevalence and influence of collective systems of “faiths and beliefs”. That is, a process of realigning the fundamentals associated with an egalitarian and democratic society.  
2.
How should the Government balance physical security and civil liberties? 

The question implies that it is a “civil liberty” to allow a collective’s, or for that matter an individual’s, faith or belief to coerce either directly or indirectly an individual’s rights to freedom of thought, or right to exist without harassment.

That implication needs to be rejected, but not the need for Government to balance physical security against civil liberties.                   

3.
Consider and comment on the relationship between law and religious or faith based communities, and issues such as legal literacy, civil liberties, dissemination of law to new immigrant communities, and the role and conduct of judiciary, courts and police.  

4.
a)  Is there religious radicalism and political extremism in Australia? 

Radicalism and extremism are subjective and relative terms. If the actual question is: Is there religious radicalism and political extremism in Australia that impinges either directly or indirectly upon an individual’s right to exist without harassment? then the answer would be (also in relative terms) minimal. But if this proposition is extended to impacting upon freedom of thought, then the answer would be moderate. The reason why this is the case is that collective systems of “faiths and beliefs” directly impact the subconscious of the vast majority of Australians. This situation exists in such fundamental ways as the education of the most receptive of our country’s young men and women at school.

What could be more insidious or damaging to the protection of a society that professes egalitarian values?  


b)  If so, what are the risks to Australia?  

The long term destruction of our cultural heritage.

That is not to say that our heritage is any better than any other. It also acknowledges that our perceptions of our cultural heritage may be largely mythical. But at this juncture in our societal evolution, our (as in the majority of Australians) collective system of faith and belief is that of equality and equal opportunity for all, regardless of any other sets of beliefs that may impact upon those beliefs.
There is a reasonable case to suggest that the religious God does not exist and that God is a “tag” imagined by man to give credence to the inexplicable:

There is also a reasonable case to say that there is no “higher” purpose to man’s existence because the meaning of life is survival and procreation:

Thus, if these assumptions are true then the only conclusion is that religion was also invented by man for his own purpose not for any higher reason.
It follows then that all religions are based on conspiracies orchestrated and perpetuated by men.
The purpose of these conspiracies is to enslave the minds and bodies of mankind with the ultimate objective of maintaining a class structure and the suppression of the many by the few.
The current conspirators are the promoters of religions: popes, archbishops, bishops, cardinals, priests, pastors, vicars, monks, rabbis, seers, sages, etc.
These people are thus traitors to mankind and are themselves victims of their own conspiracies because they subvert the masses into the acceptance of the status quo through subtle mind-control and false promises of hope through faith. 

The unknowing perpetrators of the religious conspiracy are not evil. In many cases, their institutions provide comfort, consolation and compassionate support, yet they are destructive to mankind.
They are destructive because whilst entrusted to supply enlightenment, their teachings are platitudes. They are the instruments of destruction because the dogma expounded is not constructive. They do not educate. Humanity without constructive thought stagnates, grows dank and will crumble under its own mass. 

Isn’t that risk enough?

5.
Can you provide any examples of social exclusion in regard to religion? How and why do issues of social exclusion develop? 
The most obvious of these, as illustrated previously, is the indoctrination of the most vulnerable at religiously based educational facilities.
5 The interface of religious, political and cultural aspirations
This area is seeking to research and map the current relationships that exist between religious, political, cultural and indigenous groups and what they seek to achieve. It is about describing the interaction of these groups within contemporary Australian society.

1.
a) How would you describe the interface between religion and politics and cultural aspirations in contemporary Australia?

The broader collective’s perception of contemporary Australian society is based upon the concept (albeit partially mythical) of an egalitarian and democratic multi-cultural foundation. The meanings associated with the words: displacement, repression, sacrifice, immigration, indigenous, nationalism, pride, toil, drought, dust and flies, flood, self sufficiency, reliance, independence, “fair go”, “prawns on the barbi” etc. all amalgamate into a projected image of a multi-cultural soup.
Part of being human is to have aspirations, be they simple or great.

The aspirational “needs and wants” of one individual will be subtly or grossly different from the next.

Aspirations are conditioned by the society in which they are formed.

Diversity of society creates diversity of aspiration.

How an aspiration is achieved is through the interactions between individuals and society’s organisational structures.
Thus… interfaces between society’s organisational structures are some of the enablers for aspirations to be achieved, both at the individual level and consequently for the collective itself.
Thus… interfaces between the relevant parties, require the provision of systems, supported by legal frameworks that enhance equality of access and transparency of process to enable the free flow of cultural assets between them.   

b)  What issues does this include?

Enshrining in law affordability and access to services.  
Enshrining the individual’s right to freedom of thought and right to exist without any form of harassment.

Evolving laws and processes that diminish the current state, that does exist whereby one system of collective “faiths and beliefs” is able to directly or indirectly coerce the faiths and beliefs (or lack of them) of an individual.

This concept is very far reaching and goes beyond the current debate associated with “extreme” or “fundamental” movements. The examples cited in the current debates are simply obvious examples along a continuum of examples from benign coercion to that of extreme coercion.

Thus… it is by focusing upon the principle and then deriving supporting frameworks that far-reaching results can be achieved. The only place to start is by fundamental education and enlightenment starting at the earliest age.  

2.
How should government manage tensions that develop between aspirations?

As stated above…Education supported by evolving legal frameworks supporting a principle of the individual’s right to freedom of thought and right to exist without any form of harassment.

3.
How do you perceive gender in faith communities?

That question is simply an extension of the principle. 

Harassment based upon gender is no different to harassment based upon disability, race, skin colour, having big ears or being left handed.
4.
Do you believe there is equality of gender in faith communities?

What I believe is of little relevance. The principle is being debased across the Australian landscape. The extent of that debasement varies from the innocuous to the extremely damaging. So, no, there is not equality of gender in faith communities but again there is not equality of gender on the football field or in the suburban gym.  
5.   What do you think should be the relationship between the right to gender 

equality and the right to religious freedom in Australia? 

What relationship? The two situations are examples of the same basic principle. The question implies that discrimination exists within religious organisations in Australia. That is obviously true, but again these cases are simply examples of a broader inequality. It just happens to be in the media. 
6.
Citizenship and Australian values have emerged as central issues, how do you balance integration and cultural preservation? 

This question goes to the essence of the issues being discussed.
Social policy and the implementation of that policy through laws and supporting frameworks are the instruments of the mass of the populace, be they “good” or “bad” policy.
The words “good” and “bad” have no relevance except within the context of their meaning at a point in time and a place. The place is Australia and the time is now. Time moves on and meanings evolve with our collective and individual experiences.
Policy and supporting structures must evolve to match the changing circumstance again without reference to moralising over the words “good” or “bad” but focusing on a set of underlying principles that do not change based upon the current fashionable perceptions.   

There is a collective perception of the cultural identity of “Australia” and to be “Australian”. The perception has evolved and continues to evolve. Every experience of every individual causes that perception to change. The experiences of individuals are shaped to the socio-political environment through which they pass and the reverse.
But, all perceptions are based upon fundamental tenets that go to the heart of existing…

An individual’s right to freedom of thought, right to exist without any form of harassment and with compassion for our brothers and sisters. 

These fundamentals transcend evolving meanings of gender bias within a religious context or other fashionable examples … 
6. What are reasonable expectations to have of citizens’ civic responsibility, rights, participation and knowledge?

Individual freedom is not real unless it is balanced by the responsibilities attached to that freedom.
A licensed driver has the freedom to drive a car but has the responsibility not to kill pedestrians. Abortion on demand has to be counter-balanced by the rights to survival of the unborn. Both freedom and responsibility are intrinsically intertwined. As individuals progressively hand more and more responsibilities to the state, as the state has progressively taken over from the family, the quality of the remaining freedom is equally diminished.

Our legal frameworks have evolved to subsume responsibility away from the individual. This is because we have decided that this is a more efficient method of creating social cohesion. Obviously that has come at a price because the state’s collective “faiths and beliefs” are allowed to coerce the individual, although other collectives are not!
Thus… the citizens have the right to expect honest leadership to prevail.

Along with freedom, leadership has associated responsibilities. As freedom is hollow without the acceptance of responsibilities, so an individual is not a leader unless there is an acceptance of the responsibilities attached to that leadership. A leader has to accept the responsibilities for achieving the objectives for which he is charged and to accept ultimate responsibility for the actions of those being led.

To lead is to accept the responsibilities that have been passed from the individual to the state. 

Beyond these obvious attributes there is a higher plane of leadership that separates leaders of humanity from the manufactured political variety. Doing the “right” thing based on truth in the face of political ramifications is difficult enough but doing the “right” thing for the “right” reason, regardless of motive, lifts the leader to a different echelon of leadership.

8.
Is there a role for religious voices, alongside others in the policy debates of the nation?

Not in the name of religion, but all voices are to be welcomed in the name of humanity. 
6 Technology and its implications
The present day has seen, and continues to witness unprecedented technological changes, particularly in the area of communication. This report seeks to identify and analyse some of the significant impacts of these developments.

1. How have the new technologies affected the practice and dissemination of religious and faith communities?

What are “new technologies”? Is radio a new technology, television, the telephone, video conferencing, mobile phones, internet connectivity, Facebook etc. Even the written word is a new technology in relative terms. 
The question implies that things have changed. Obviously this is true. The issue is not the change but the rate of change and society’s ability to evolve at the same pace.   

If the question means, dissemination of information, then the answer is obviously yes.

If the question means the expansion or contraction of religious and faith based communities then the answer would obviously be less.

If devotion to a football club is regarded as a faith based community then the answer is likely to be yes, but if we are talking about religious groups then the direct spoken word still has the predominant relevance. In Australia, the direct use of religious evangelical television has not been a significant factor.  

If we are talking about the use of electronic communication tools for subversive activities (religious or otherwise) then obviously that is also true.  

2. Has new technology had an impact on your religion and/or your religious practice?

No, because I am not religious. Yes, because “new technology” has impacted upon the forming of my, and the majority of the masses’ beliefs.
More accessibility to information (be that “good” or “bad”) conditions our belief systems both for the “good” and “bad”. 
3. What issues are posed by new religions and spiritualities using new technologies?

The question, for the first time, introduces spiritualities. This implies that spirituality is also included within systems of “faiths and beliefs”. In the same context other systems of “faith and belief” and thus the question must also be inclusive of other groups such as political membership, football club membership, the rifleman’s association, the right to life group, etc. in fact, any collective of “faiths and beliefs”. Thus, the question relates to the issue of the rate of change in “new technologies” on collectives in general. 

The issue is that government policy and the supporting laws have not evolved at the same rate of change as have the “new technologies” thus creating an imbalance between government and the governed. 
4. Is your freedom to express your religion or beliefs hindered or helped by current media policies and practices, considering reporting, professional knowledge, ownership, and right of reply?

Given that the “media” monopoly on up-to-date information flows is diminishing because of the freedom of the internet, suppression, and excess bias is difficult to maintain by the established media with respect to “news”.
The power of the people has in this instance usurped the power of the mogul.    
5. What impact do the media have on the free practice of religion in Australia and the balanced portrayal of religious beliefs and practice?

Although the power to control news by the “media” has diminished, the power to distort information has not. Diversity is the key to the curbing distortions caused by the consolidation and alignment of vested, market- driven interests. As with the other examples of collectives mentioned, belief in a market-driven society is also a “belief and faith” group who attempts to coerce the people and thus also needs to be managed.         
6. Are there religious or moral implications in the development of new technologies such as the internet and or mobile phones, especially in regard to religious vilification and hatred?
“Vilification” and “hatred” are simply words. The ability to use words such as “piss Christ” etc., are sacred if freedom of thought and expression are seen as important. 
It is when those words and others like them are used to coerce others or when they incite violence that they have meaning. “New technology” is simply an additional refinement of the tools that have existed since meaning was attributable to meaningless symbols.   
7 Religion, cultural expression and human rights
In a country as multicultural as Australia, freedoms of cultural expression, religious expression and human rights need ongoing exploration. This section is about gaining a deeper understanding of how effective Australia’s current human rights framework is, and if tensions between human rights, religious expression and cultural expression are of concern.

1. Is there satisfactory freedom of cultural expression and practice within the normative social and legal framework?  

Yes
2. Do service providers in your state or territory support the right to cultural security, safety and competence?  

Yes
3. How can the cultural aspirations and human rights of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders be met?  

Divisions have already been created because of the differential treatment (or at least the perception of differential treatment) of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders and other Australians. The aspirations of all members of Australian society, without bias, is achieved by creating the provision of systems, supported by legal frameworks that enhance equality of access and transparency of process to enable the free flow of cultural assets between them.    

Rather than tactically attempting to pacify the concerns of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders, strategic long term educational programs are required aimed at diminishing the prevalence and influence of collective systems of “faiths and beliefs”. That is, a process of realigning the fundamentals associated with an egalitarian and democratic society across the broader Australian community.  

The very fact that this question refers to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders is divisive. What about the human rights of black lesbian Muslim coal miners? What about the human right of the obese beer drinkers?   
4. What are the issues impacting on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities at present, and proposed solutions?

The issue is that our native blacks (albeit that they were the original owners of the land) are treated differently from a yellow Vietnam immigrant or a 5th generation white Anglo-Saxon Australian.  
5. Are there any issues in regard to participation in the faith community for people with disabilities?
The questions are focusing on “difference” as “division” rather than “difference” as “cohesion”. Rather than using difference as a divisive force use a constructive educational system that encompasses the differences to create a cohesive environment of equal opportunity and participation. The questions are trying to address results rather than addressing the causes.    

6. How is diverse sexuality perceived within faith communities? 

What about the human rights of black lesbian Muslim coal miners!
7. How can faith communities be inclusive of people of diverse sexualities? 
By ignoring the concept of faith based communities and focusing on equality, compassion and inclusion of diversity.
8. Should religious organisations (including religious schools, hospitals and other service delivery agencies) exclude people from employment because of their sexuality or their sex and gender identity?

Rather than exclude people from employment because of their sexuality or their sex and gender identity we should exclude the organisations that apply these conditions. 
9. Do you consider environmental concern to be an influence shaping spiritualities and value systems?

“The population of Easter Island reached its peak at perhaps more than 10,000, far exceeding the capabilities of the small island's ecosystem. Resources became scarce, and the once lush palm forests were destroyed - cleared for agriculture and moving the massive stone Moai. In this regard, Easter Island has become, for many, a metaphor for ecological disaster. Thereafter, a thriving and advanced social order began to decline into bloody civil war and, evidently, cannibalism. Eventually, all of the Moai standing along the coast were torn down by the islanders themselves.” (Source: Easter Island web site David Y. Brookman)

Do we need more examples?
10. a) Are there religious groups, practices and beliefs that you think are of concern to Australians?
Yes, all groups, be they religious or otherwise, that impinge upon the individual’s rights to freedom of thought, or right to exist without harassment other than by the laws of the state.                 

b) Should these be subjected to legislative control, and should they be eligible for government grants and assistance? 

Yes and absolutely Not.
8  Additional areas of concern or interest

What additional issues do you think are relevant to and affect freedom of religion and belief in Australia?

Isn’t that enough?
Do you have additional thoughts or comments?

Leaders…

Where are the leaders who see beyond righteous reactions?

Where are the leaders who live and die by right actions?

Where are the leaders who transcend greed and selfish corruption? 

Where are the leaders who hold out the hand of selfless compassion?

Where are the leaders who reject the temptations of human frailty?

Where are the leaders who lead with humanitarian faculties?

Where are the leaders who are not left, right or centre?

Where are the leaders who do right deeds for right reasons? 

Where are the leaders who revile racism?

Where are the leaders who revere equality? 

Where are the leaders who decry fashionable mediocrity?

Where are the leaders who delight in fabulous magnificence?

Where are the leaders who are not reprobate persons?

Where are the leaders who accept personal responsibility?

Where are the leaders who are not beguiled by ugly fascism?

Where are the leaders who believe in ultimate freedom? 

Where are the leaders who never belie truthfulness?

Where are the leaders who appreciate beautiful truth?

Where are the leaders who deny humiliation?

Where are the leaders who embrace humility?

Where are the leaders who shun irrational histrionics?

Where are the leaders who are rational humanists?

Where are they?

Where are they?
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