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From the Editor

During the mass media feeding frenzy, following the bombing in 
Bali, we prayed for the dead, the missing and for their families. 
Some radical Christians even prayed for the perpetrators of that 

hideous crime which killed so many people. ‘Innocent’ was a word much 
bandied around at the time in the media, and oddly found its way into 
public intercessions at church services around Australia.

On October 16 we prayed for the victims of the Kuta bombing 
— together with thanksgiving for the lives of Nicholas Ridley and Hugh 
Latimer, bishops who were burnt at the stake in Oxford, England, 447 
years ago. They were Thomas Cranmer’s men, victims — as he was — of 
the battles for control of the Church in England.

Since before Genghis Khan terror has played a role in establishing the 
balance of power in human affairs. Terror was pivotal in the settlement of 
Australia, with the Revd Samuel Marsden, the ‘flogging parson’, achieving 
iconic status. Terrorism is no new phenomenon.

Neither is evil irredeemable, as Ridley and Latimer prove. Burnt by their own 
church for heresy, these prelates now are numbered amongst Anglican saints.

Harry Throssell in this edition sketches some of the catastrophes suf-
fered by the human race in its ancient pastime of demonising the current 
enemy.

In our creed there is no justification for killing human beings. Even the 
doctrine of Just War is sagging at the foundations, as Archbishop Rowan 
Williams points out elsewhere in this edition. There is certainly no justifi-
cation for the slaughter in Kuta. But the sanctity of a life does not depend 
on its ‘innocence’, whatever that may mean.

If the execration of the Bali bombers had been a little less self-right-
eous, leavened with a little humility, remembering we belong to the same 
race, with much slaughter in our own genealogies, the flames of terrorism 
would not have been fanned by millions of words published in the weeks 
following the bombing.

The target of terror in the Kuta bombing was not the holidaymakers 
and staff of the Sari Club, but the populations of Australia and other west-
ern countries. The survivors, their families, and the families of those killed, 
were targeted as messengers for terror, to be assisted by the mass media to 
spread fear, guilt, anxiety, to disrupt those nations’ security.

As Michael Leunig portrays it on the front cover of this edition, practical 
Christianity — like the practice of other major world religions — requires 
that our behaviour does not degenerate because of acts of terror. If it does, 
terrorism has won.

Maggie Helass



Florence Spurling has been Series Producer of 
ABC Radio National’s Encounter since 1985. She 
joined the ABC in 1981 and her first Encounter 
that year was on Pacific theology. Since then she 
has produced almost 200 Encounter features and 
won several national and international awards. 
Highlights of these are a Silver Medal and several 
finalist awards in the New York Radio Festival, 
two United Nations Awards, and a Human Rights 
Commission Radio Award.

Florence Spurling is a University medallist in 
English and has a post-graduate degree in theology 
and several years post-graduate study in Australia 
and the United Kingdom in English literature 
and Counselling Psychology. She maintains a 
strong interest in programs dealing with all these 
areas and she has a long and successful history 
of productions based on rural and outback 
Queensland and the Northern Territory.

This is an edited text from ABC Radio National’s 
Encounter program entitled The Sea, a discussion 
on the spirituality of the ocean. It was broadcast 
on October 13, produced and presented by 
Florence Spurling.

In Pacific culture, the sea is a highway of com-
munication and unity. In Jewish theology, God 
is beyond the sea and all powerful over it, sup-

planting the sea gods of near Eastern mythology. 
The sea is one of the earliest settings of life.

The sea is the environment where new perspec-
tives on community, faith and responsibility are 
born. 

Epeli Hau’ofa is Director of the Oceania Centre 
for Arts and Culture at the University of the South 
Pacific in Fiji. He describes his experience of the 
sea.

“Anyone who has been brought up by the sea, 
and especially brought up on an atoll island — the 
sea becomes part of oneself. You grow up with the 
sea as your life.”

“To me, the importance of our relationship with 
the sea is that the sea is always a moving entity. If 
you live by the sea, there is nothing that keeps still, 
everything moves. You live by the tides. There is 
always the movement of the tides, the wind, the 
ocean itself, the waves.”

“We are part of that movement, because we 
have always traditionally moved with the sea from 
one place to another. Only much later on people 
brought in the concept of sea as an isolating fac-
tor.

“We in Oceania have never thought of the sea 
as an isolating factor. In fact we always think of the 
sea as a highway to each other. Our only forms of 
transportation right throughout the Pacific have 
been seacraft. We have never had any land trans-
portation at all, even on our large islands. So the 
sea has never been an isolating factor, it is always 
something that connects us.”

Dr Max Quanchi is Senior Lecturer in 
the School of Humanities at the Queensland 
University of Technology.

“There is usually a great canoe voyage at the 
centre of all Pacific Island mythologies. For small 
island communities you can usually trace a great 
canoe voyage that was the founding settlement 
— and that is where genealogies are linked. Names 
come from those canoes, and sometimes mythical 
characters, that merge into real people over time.”

“It is a sense of origin. It is where Pacific 
Islanders came from. They came out of the ocean, 
they came over the horizon to their island. So the 
spirit world is in some places, the sky and the sea, 
sometimes it is just the sea. That is where the first 
people came from.

“Now they may not have come as real people. 
They might have come as turtles and various 
objects, which later on become real characters. So 
that the ocean is the source of life. Now in the 
Christian era they were taught, of course, that that 
is a non-Christian way of looking at the world.”
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“Creation myths are not necessarily related 
to a particular voyage or a particular canoe. But 
because the people who now occupy the islands of 
the Pacific did come from somewhere else, central 
to any creation story has to be a passage, a journey, 
a coming to the island. Obviously the canoe is 
central to that.

“In Aitutaki they believe that three separate 
voyaging mythical characters came and met, and 
then became the three genealogies which exist on 
the island today.”

“In Rarotonga there are other stories of great 
voyagers who came initially to discover and settle 
the islands, and then become real families who can 

today trace themselves back to these mythical voyag-
ers.”

Rabbi David Freedman, of Kehillat Masada 
Synagogue in Sydney spoke to Florence Spurling 
about the ocean in scripture.

“What is it about water, the oceans and the sea 
that is so frightening to humanity? On the other 
side of course, it is our cradle of birth. We are 
formed from a drop of fluid, we exist within the 
womb within fluid, and leading to birth itself there 
is the breaking of the waters. So on the one side 
it is there to protect us, but through such natural 
disasters as tidal waves or tsunamis, it is there to 
destroy us as well.

“Within the Genesis account it is monotheised. 
There is a very simple account which relates that 
God created the world.”

“Most people think there was nothing in exist-
ence when God created the world. That is actually 
incorrect.

“If one reads the text of the Bible clearly it says 
that, at the very outset, everything was chaos, with-
out form and it was void. Then it says “the darkness 
was upon the face of the deep”. Now the Hebrew 

word for ‘deep’ is tehom. In Samarian literature, 
we have the word, tiamat, which was a god of the 
oceans. So we see that even before God could cre-
ate the rest of existence, he had to somehow con-
trol the oceans. That is when it moves on and says 
that the spirit of God was simply hovering over 
the face of the waters — perhaps unsure exactly 
which way to go.

“What needed to be done was separation — to 
control the waters, to place them within their own 
zones. Only a little further down it says, “God said 
let the waters under the heavens be gathered together into 
one place and then the dry land could appear. And it was 
so. And God called the dry land Earth and the waters 
that were gathered together, he called Seas”.

“The minute you go into Near Eastern mythol-
ogy you can see the parallel, that there were gods 
such as Baal in Ugaritic or Marduk in Samarian. 
Then there were sea-gods such as Yam or Leviathan 
or Rahab.

“Somehow this Biblical version has been 
cleansed of these idolatrous references, and the sea 
becomes a passive tool of God’s will.

“Strangely enough, on the Jewish Day of 
Atonement, of all the Biblical readings that are 
read, that could be chosen to be read on that most 
important day of the year, the Book of Jonah is 
read in its entirety. With one other exception, this 
is the only book of the prophets that is read in its 
entirety in a single service.

“When (prayer for rain at the Festival of Succot) 
is inserted into our prayer of many blessings, it 
is specifically inserted into the blessing which 
describes the unique power of God. It deals with 
a section on resurrection. These are perhaps two 
things that only God Almighty can perform — to 
bring rain, and ultimately to bring back life.

“So within this paragraph — which is to bring 
resurrection, the dead back to life — we find the 
insertion of this prayer to bring rain, a matter of 
days after Yom Kippur, which is again days after we 
read the story of Jonah.”

“The next story after the Genesis creation chap-
ters is the story of the flood. Here, the ocean is not 
working within nature solely, but it is working as 
part of God’s grand plan. Nature is now controlled 
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by the divine, whereas in those ancient myths the 
gods were part of nature. The flood came as an agent 
to cleanse the world of sin. The whole of humanity, 
the whole of creation at that time was affected.”

“Death as we normally refer to it, death out of 
this life, is not, in Jewish theology, an end. There is 
a world to come. As ever, when one tries to explain 
death, one will use ideas and metaphors. For exam-
ple, I was once taught that if one would imagine 
a ship leaving harbour and becoming smaller and 
smaller as it heads towards the horizon, and then it 
disappears from view, that moment when it disap-
pears from view — you stand on land and you bid 
farewell to your close relative, close friend — that 
is the moment of death.

“But at the very moment that it disappears from 
view, on the horizon, in that other sphere of the 
world to come, that ship, that being, that soul, sud-

denly comes into view. So it approaches its future 
and eternal existence. Now that is a beautiful idea 
of what death is in Jewish theology, using the ideas 
of the sea, and travel through sea. I think it can 
bring people much comfort when they hear that 
kind of analogy.

Epeli Hau’ofa: “The ancient Pacific religions 
have been animistic religions — very, very close 
relationships between human and the natural ele-
ments. It is a kind of oneness between humans and 
nature. The Pacific people did not articulate that 
kind of thing as say the Eastern philosophers in 
Hinduism and others did. I think we lived it.”

“The word in Fiji for social groups is Vanua, and 
that is the land and its people.”

“When you talk about the Vanua, you talk about 
the people and their environment. There is a unity 
there, and it’s not just in Fiji. In other parts of Oceania, 
including people I know in Papua New Guinea and 
the Solomons, you have the same thing.”

“The people of Hatana, in Vanuatu, have devel-
oped this concept of the tree and the canoe. The 
universe is seen as a tree and a canoe. The tree 
signifies rootedness and the canoe signifies a con-
nection, a movement from one area to another. So 
we are rooted to a homeland, but at the same time 
the sea is there, and we must always move. It was 
part of our Pacific Oceanic existence, to move all 
the time, but we were not rootless people.

“What to me is important now is to create a 
new consciousness at another level of our relation-
ship with the ocean — a regional unity. This is 
what I have been trying to establish in my writings 
about an Oceanic identity.

“Although we individually know that the sea is 
part of ourselves, we have not been very conscious 
of the fact that for all of us in Oceania, the sea 
is the only thing of any substance that we have 
in common. It is the same water that washes the 
shores of Fiji, the same water that also crashes in 
Tonga and on every other island in the Pacific. 
The ocean, because of its nature, is not contained 
anywhere. It is our most important heritage. That 
is a new kind of consciousness.”

Florence Spurling asked if it was a conscious-
ness that young people of Oceania were able to 
grasp, and find hope for the future.

Epeli Hau’ofa was concerned about feelings 
of despair and defeat amongst the young through 
Oceania, because of the effects of globalisation on 
economies, nuclear testing, toxic waste dumping, 
global warming. He said the new consciousness 
would grow through education.

“You see this notion has only just emerged in the 
last few years. It is now spreading through our edu-
cational systems, through universities, Pacific Studies 
right throughout the region...even up to Japan.”

“I have travelled to these places and talked 
to young people about it, and it’s an idea that is 
catching on that is substantial and can be grasped 
easily. The very idea of us establishing a regional 
identity and trying to create a role for ourselves as 
guardians of the sea, of the ocean, is something that 
should awaken our lost sense of idealism.

“We can extend the whole notion of Oceania 
beyond our immediate region. Because the ocean 
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also is shared, not only by us but with the whole 
Pacific rim. The ocean also is connected to other 
oceans — the Indian and the Atlantic. The whole 
world is connected in that way.

“But for us, the main thing now is to create an 
awareness within our immediate region here and 
see whether we can spread that idea around. One 
of the most urgent projects in the global environ-
ment for the 21st century is the protection of the 
ocean. If we re-awaken our consciousness of the 
sea as part of our lives (and historically it has been) 
then we should be able to go beyond that to active 
involvement in environmental programs.”

Florence Spurling enquired how much the 
colonial influence of Christianity in the 19th and 
early 20th centuries influenced the deeply embed-
ded local sense of spirituality about voyaging in 
the sea.

Epeli Hau’ofa said there was always singing 
of hymns and prayer sessions in the morning and 
evening. “So the rougher the weather, the more 
fervent the prayer sessions are! But I think I’m 

being facetious here! Especially when it is calm and 
you wake up early in the morning to the sound of 
people singing, singing hymns in tones that are very 
different from singing hymns on land, it is quite 
moving. I don’t think that is a particularly Christian 
thing. I think that kind of religious element of voy-
aging has always been there in the past.

“Christianity, like many other elements of cul-
ture (cultural influences that have come to our 
region) has been adapted, and to a large extent 
indigenised. One of the dominant views is that 
we have been changed, and that we are victims of 
cultural influences. To some extent yes, but people 
tend to forget that what we are doing now is noth-
ing new.

“We have always been in contact with each 
other, and with our neighbours. When imperial 
powers entered the Pacific, the encounters there 
were qualitatively different, but not something 
new.

“We have always absorbed things from each 
other, and from the outside world too. Our cul-
tures have always been hybridising, and our cul-
tures are hybrid cultures. They have never been 
so-called pure indigenous cultures. We have always 
borrowed, and adapted things from elsewhere. I 
think it is part and parcel of cultures that have 
always been on the move. So that elements from 
Christian influences to a large extent have been 
adapted to our local conditions.”

Florence Spurling asked Epeli Hau’ofa his 
view on the Australian government’s so-called 
Pacific Solution, particularly in relation to Nauru.

“That was a country that developed its whole 
agricultural system by extracting minerals from 
Nauru, and Nauru has become a moonscape. 
Now Australia is bringing in people that it does 
not want to a barren landscape. And the people of 
Nauru are dependent on that.

“But that is an irony of history, that a country 
that has been destroyed through the process of 
colonialism and neo-colonialism, is a place that 
is used to send unwanted people. It sounds very 
much like a history repeating itself here.”

Max Quanchi also responded to the question 
of environmental threats and the economic hazards 
of globalisation to Oceania.

“Since 1970 when the Pacific Forum was 
formed (originally four independent nations of the 
Pacific, now fourteen). If you look in the agenda of 
their annual meetings, the ocean is central to many 
of their discussions about nuclear testing, dumping, 
nuclear-free Pacific zones, drift netting for exam-
ple. A lot of Oceanic topics get on to the agenda 
of regional meetings. Pacific Islanders today are 
very alert to their ocean, and their ownership of 
that ocean, and their custodianship of that ocean. 
In a sense, the West, the outsiders are predators in 
that ocean.
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Further Reading
A New Oceania 
— Rediscovering our 
Sea of Islands 
Publisher: The 
University of the 
South Pacific, Fiji, 
1993
‘The Ocean in Us’, 
The Contemporary 
Pacific: A Journal 
of Island Affairs, 
Volume 10, Number 
2, Fall 1998. Author: 
Epeli Hau’ofa. 
Publisher: Center 
for Pacific Island Studies and University of Hawai’i 
Press.
The new Archbishop of Canterbury, ROWAN 
WILLIAMS, was famously in New York when the 
planes flew into the twin towers. In October this 
year he shared his mind on the implications of 
that event, with an audience in Salisbury, England. 
The lecture, entitled The End of War? — further 
reflections after September 11, was sponsored 
by Sarum College. This is an edited text from a 
recording of what Rowan Williams said.

My title has its roots in a moment when 
I found myself pondering the meaning 
of words in New York last September. I 

remember a moment when I saw (in my hotel room) 
coming up on the television screen: “Attack described 
as Act of War”. I was still at that point brushing off the 
dust from the event — quite literally.

My puzzlement was over the phrase ‘act of war’. 
It was a puzzlement which I shared with some 
audiences, and which was clearly the cause of some 
very considerable distress to one or two American 
columnists. Somebody sent me an American syn-
dicated column recently in which my question 
about whether ‘act of war’ was the right descrip-
tion, was interpreted as a statement that there was 

nothing really very wrong about September 11. 
My correspondent had helpfully written across 
this, “You illiterate Commie bastard”!

My problem is with the very fact of war. A lot 
of the things that September 11 focuses us on is 
a shift in our understanding of what war means. 
Not a shift that happened suddenly last year in 
September — a shift which has been going on for 
a very long time. And a shift about which we have 
reflected very little.

An act of war is conventionally something that 
a sovereign state undertakes against another sover-
eign state, as part of a particular kind of story that 
we — historians, moralists, international lawyers 
— have got used to telling, about what war is like. 
Somebody declares war. Somebody sets out con-
ditions under which we will have to undertake 
action. “I have to tell you that no such assurance 
has been received”, is one of the most reverent 
phrases in the 20th century. We look for assurances, 
they don’t come, the sovereign state declares a state 
of war. A state of war can be resolved by a treaty, by 
a settlement, in which sovereign states negotiate or 
renegotiate their positions.

But what happened on September 11 last year 
was not quite like that. And the response was not 
quite like that. I find myself wanting to ask the 
question, “Well, what now is war?” Have we seen 
the end of war, in the sense in which we have 
customarily used that word — someone wins, 
someone loses, and the participants are sovereign 
states?

Although war over the last decade or so has 
certainly been marked by a fairly high level of 
military conflict around the world, it is almost 
impossible to find an instance of military conflict 
that slots into the classical legal and political defi-
nitions of war. Where have we had one sovereign 
state declaring war against another, and work-
ing towards a resolution by treaty? It is not how 
international force has worked. We have got more 
and more used to what I will call a police model 

7

Common Theology — Advent 2002

Chaos dogs the end of war



— undertaken by one state, or a coalition of states, 
or by the United Nations.

Whether talking about the Gulf conflicts, the 
Balkan conflicts, or one or two of the ill-fated 
American adventures in Africa and elsewhere, 
what we are seeing is intervention to reinforce 
security, to repel aggression against a third party 
— a whole range of issues which are not, strictly 
and directly about the conflict of one sovereign 
state with another, on that traditional pattern.

The sort of question that arises is what do we 
now think a sovereign state is? And, in an age 
when the ethics of a Just War seem quite hard to 
apply in some of these more recent settings, what 
is justice in international affairs? What is justice in 
relation to the use of force?

Now this needs a little bit of backtracking. Why 
are there such implications in thinking about the 
sovereign state? Put very crudely, a state is a legal 
entity which, within a certain area, has the monop-
oly of legitimate force. A state is something that 
can make you do things. It has the right to make 

you do things (and stop you resisting to do certain 
things) because it can promise certain things. It is a 
long story but, broadly speaking, by the middle of 
the 20th century the predominant sense in inter-
national politics was, that a state apparatus which 
could guarantee security and prosperity had the 
right to be obeyed.

Now what happens when a state ceases to have 
the ability to promise security and prosperity? In 
what sense does it still have the right to be obeyed? 
Recent writing and thinking I am referring to 
here identifies the development of nuclear weap-
onry as a crucial, but hidden, moment in this crisis. 
With the development of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, states ceased to be able to promise secu-
rity in the old way. The strategic defence initiative 
in the United States — the so-called Star Wars 

project — was the last gasp of the classical model 
of defence.

In the good, or bad, old days, you defended your 
nation by having lots of soldiers. When airborne 
warfare began, you defended your nation by hav-
ing anti-aircraft guns. But anti-aircraft guns are 
not very much use against intercontinental nuclear 
ballistic missiles.

In what sense can the state defend? The answer 
is of course that it can defend by threat and 
counter-threat. It can defend through the balance 
of terror (as in the Cold war) by the carefully 
calibrated balance of weapons of mass destruction 
between two major parties.

But what has happened that is unnoticed, is 
that the simple sense of the state as worth obeying 
because the state offers security, has changed rather 
radically. There are questions creeping up the mar-
gins of political debate around that. But it took the 
appalling act of terrorism of September 11 to focus 
what had happened, and to bring home to us just 
exactly how difficult it was for the modern state to 
defend itself and its citizens in the classical way.

One of the things I was saying last year, with 
some feeling, was that no strategic defence ini-
tiative — no Star Wars scheme — could actually 
have deflected the terrorists. We are not only deal-
ing with inter-continental ballistic missiles, we are 
dealing with an elusive, ruthless, uncontrolled non-
legal enemy, and the states’ defences do not work.

Well, that is quite a radical thing to say about 
the state, as if it had lost its legitimacy — its right 
to ask for our obedience. If it were the case that 
we gave obedience to the state because it could 
defend us then surely the implication is that if it 
cannot, that implicit contract has disappeared?

Of course, having said that, you will realise, as 
I realise, that what I have been talking about is 
the state in the prosperous world. The collapse 
of state systems and state legitimacy elsewhere in 
the world, not least in Africa, has been one of the 
tragic and appalling catastrophes of the last thirty 
or forty years. There are many states that cannot 
guarantee security — ‘failing states’ as we say.

Some of this analysis I derive from a remarkable 
recent book of enormous length and complex-
ity — I haven’t read all of it yet, I hasten to add 
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— by Philip Bobbitt called The Shield of Achilles. It 
is an attempt to do the history of Europe through 
the history of war and developments in war, and 
military techniques. To show how the development 
of a certain sense of state, and the development of 
certain military techniques go hand in hand. How 
changes in the military and strategic situation actu-
ally oblige changes in how you think about the 
state. The 20th Century is essentially what Bobbitt 
calls ‘the long war’. Not the First World War and the 
Second World War and the Cold War, but ‘the long 
war’. One single conflict from beginning to end of 
the century, which is not just about territory, but is 
about legitimacy. What kind of state should prevail? 
Essentially he sees it as a case of liberal democra-
cies working against other forms of authoritarian, 
monarchist, fascist, or Communist enemies.

Broadly speaking liberal democracy won in 
1989/90. But instead of seeing that as the end of 
history, like some other American scholars, Bobbitt 
sees it as the beginning of a much more unsettled 
era. And the unsettlement comes in what he calls 
the transition from the nation state to the market 
state. This is what I think he means by this.

The nation state is precisely what I have been 
describing. It is a state system which promises 
security and prosperity to its citizens as a whole. 
The nation state, especially in the last twenty years, 
has been undermined radically and terminally by 
two things. One is nuclear weaponry. The other 
is the globalised economy. No nation state can 
protect itself literally and simply against attack 
— military attack. It can only threaten in reply. 
No single national government can preserve its 
economy from the effects of the global move to 
capital investment. We may deplore these develop-
ments, but they do seem to be here to stay. And 
they pose a very considerable challenge to how 
we think about state and sovereignty and govern-
ment. What we see developing in their place is the 
market state.

The market state is a system which is designed 
to secure the best deal for as many of its citizens as 
possible — to maximise opportunity. The market 
state in its crudest, simplest form, is what begins to 
emerge in the ’80s and early ’90s with the Thatcher 

and Reagan governments, where there was a great 
deal of emphasis on maximising opportunity and 
rolling back the frontiers of the state. Although 
what those governments think they are doing is 
interpreted in relation to 19th Century liberal 
capitalism, what they are actually doing is taking a 
step forward into the next era of the state’s life. For 
the market state is a negotiator among negotiators. 
It is a system, as I say, which attempts to secure, not 
security and prosperity for an entire community, 
but an environment in which the largest number of 
people possible are able to get the best deal possible. 
It is a system shaky on moral foundations, but one 
which responds in importantly resourceful ways to 
the pressures of global economic development and 
global military insecurity.

Of course the market state is faced with some 
problems. How can it defend its authority, its 
legitimacy, its monopoly on force, if it can’t guar-
antee security? What is the legitimate basis of the 
market state? Why should we do what the govern-
ment tells us?

It is interesting to see in the last two or three 
years, in a number of the crises that have arisen 
in this country (England), the question, “Why 
should we do what the government tells us if the 
government can’t deliver what we are asking?”, 
coming more and more towards the surface. We 
have a very strong consumerist form of relations 
of citizens with government. Government is there 
to deliver goods. Government doesn’t deliver the 
goods? Government is on notice, as a result of the 
consumerising of politics.

You can see by now, why it is that we have come 
very near to the end of war, which does not mean, 
unfortunately, the arrival of peace. But the end of 
an understanding of war conceived in terms of 
sovereign states squaring up. And once again I am 
conscious of the North Atlantic focus of what I 
am saying, because the end of war arrived a long 
time ago in other parts of the world. Other parts 
of the world have known this ahead of us. They 
have known violence, not as the tidily theorised 
squaring off of sovereign states according to the 
rulebook of international law, but as the decay, the 
dissolution of civil society.
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A Just War ethos does not instantly apply to 
these situations. For example, in classical Just War 
theory, it looked quite straightforward to say that a 
Just War must be declared by legitimate authority, 
that is, by a sovereign state. If we are somewhere 
beyond that notion of state sovereignty it is a lit-
tle harder. I suspect that what we are going to 
need in the age that is coming is something rather 
more flexible than the old Just War theory, which I 
would like to call a theory of ‘just intervention’.

In this new setting, where market states are 
attempting to secure the best deals for their 
citizens, there is clearly an upheaval implied in 
thinking about international law. How do you 
maximize freedoms in the world setting? How do 
you maximise freedom, not just for the individu-
als in a society, but for societies as a whole. If you 
have a cut-throat globalised economy, how do you 
secure any kind of freedom of negotiation for a 
deeply disadvantaged nation? That of course is 
what underlies the passion of many people about 
debt remission, and the just indignation of many 
people about the way in which intellectual prop-
erty rights and patents are used as a tool of eco-
nomic oppression.

Essentially, what it seems we are going to 
need are much stronger trans-national institutions 
and the consequent shrinkage of what we have 
normally understood as sovereignty. The market 
state is involved in negotiating within the global 
economy, in a setting where capital and investment 
moves very rapidly. What are the implications of 
that? Sovereignty has already been eroded. Can we 
recognise that and face it, and accept that trans-
national institutions are now the only way in which 
we can work to secure the best deal for everyone?

It has seemed to me for a good many years that 
some of our classical notions of state sovereignty 
have become sacred cows. In the world as it actu-
ally is we need to strengthen, not weaken, trans-
national institutions. We need to develop ethic 
and protocol of trans-national institutions (which 
many of them have not got very much of). For 
that to happen we need a greater trans-national 
consensus about the nature of human motives than 
we have at the moment. Proper human motives 
— what an individual, or a group of individuals, 

may reasonably expect to be able to do to control 
its own circumstances. Do we have such a trans-
national consensus? I am not at all sure that we 
have, but it seems to me a question of enormous 
urgency. Because we are moving towards a situa-
tion where we need an ethic, not so much of Just 
War, but of what I call ‘just intervention’, then the 
classical state sovereignty pattern loses some of its 
force. We need new and stronger conventions of 
the United Nations. We need new and stronger 
conventions for how sanctions are imposed, con-
ducted, reviewed and terminated.

One of the problems in the last decade in rela-
tion to sanctions imposed on Iraq was the extraor-
dinary difficulty in identifying priorities, protocols 
and review procedures within the conduct of 
those sanctions. Those of us who have expressed 
doubts on that subject, have done so because we 
have not seen any manifest attention to what 
would count as sanctions ‘working’. That is the 
kind of thing which I mean by building up more 
of a trans-national consensus about proper rights 
and liberties.

If, for example, there was a situation where the 
sanctions imposed by one nation on another, or a 
coalition of nations on another, had the effect of 
serious long-term undermining of a national infra-
structure, is there a way of saying, “That cannot 
be right”, in terms of the liberties within which 
a national local community could be allowed to 
operate?

It is at this point that I am most deeply con-
cerned to think about the role of religious tra-
ditions in the coming age — in the age of the 
market state. The nation state tended to be rather 
patronising about religion. Religion is the kind 
of thing you do if you like that sort of thing. In a 
well-run modern, democratic, liberal nation state, 
religion was essentially a private matter. There was 
somewhere a natural and obvious consensus about 
what was right and good for a respectable modern 
state, which everybody really knew. Once again, it 
has taken the crisis of liberalism in the last decade-
or-so of politics, to oblige people to realise that 
liberal democracy too has a history. It did not just 
fall from heaven, graven in tablets of stone. Nor was 
it simply written in the human heart. Liberalism is 
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a construct. The liberal democracy has to have 
intellectual and spiritual roots. Certainly, in the age 
into which we are looking, the idea that religion 
is a private matter is going to be quite a hard one 
to sustain.

Renascent Islam across the world has again 
focussed this for us in an unprecedentedly sharp 
way. There are various ways in which we can deal 
with this, and you will be familiar with some of the 
outlines of Huntington’s idea of the clash of civi-
lizations, as our future. There are deep fault-lines 
across the human world, represented by Eastern/
Western Europe, by Christendom and Islam, and 
so forth. The age into which we are moving is 
going to be characterised by a clash of fundamen-
tal options, fundamental visions of humanity. What 
we do about that is not at all clear.

One thing we ought to be aware of, which does 
not solve all the problems about interfaith dia-
logue by any manner of means, is the curious fact 
that Christianity, Judaism and Islam share a story. 
The bitterness and violence of conflict at times 
between them is not a clash of alien civilisations, 
but an intensely marked family quarrel — a quar-
rel over a history which is, to some extent, shared.

In talking in the last twelve months to Muslims 
on the eastern side of East Wales (where there is a 
surprising number of them) one of the things that 
has emerged as a recurring theme is, unless we are 
prepared to think seriously about our common 
past, we cannot have a common future.

Islam has in many ways reinvented itself in the 
hands of some of its extremists — as a religion with 
no history, as a religion with no roots and no contacts 
with its sister traditions, Christianity and Judaism.

Christianity, since the Middle Ages, has often 
treated Islam simply as the diabolical other, the 
absolute opposite. We only have to read some of 
the extraordinary fantasies that Medieval Christians 
indulged in about Islam to see that! But without 
compromising Christian commitment, it ought to 
be possible to see that there is a common past to 
be examined and thought about.

In the search for trans-national protocols, val-
ues, and ethic for trans-national organizations, the 
fact that three major religious traditions share in a 
common history is an important resource.

A clash of civilisations model does indeed 
threaten us. It threatens us because all of us in that 
particular family — Christians, Muslims and Jews 
— all of us seem at times these days to be astonish-
ingly illiterate about our history. And, without as I 
say, compromising the claims of each of these faith 

traditions, it is remarkable how deep the witness 
of peace and hope can be when these traditions in 
particular confront, reflect on, and assimilate their 
common history.

A kind of corporate discovery among the 
Abrahamic religious traditions is going to be of 
more and more importance. Without a common 
past we shall not have a common future. We shall 
continue as religious traditions, I have no doubt, to 
quarrel. But the sense that it is a quarrel with roots 
we can all own, does make a bit of a difference.

Now to come back to the main thrust of what 
I am trying to say. If it is true that we are moving 
into an era when the shape of the state is inevitably 
different, we have to ask, what are those opportu-
nities that the new market state seeks to maximise? 
Opportunities for what? Because if the market 
state, as defined by Philip Bobbitt, is not simply to 
be an intermittently moderated war of all against 
all, we need some sense of the proper liberties that 
opportunity leads into; of what opportunities are 
for; and the definition of opportunity in those 
terms. We shall need all the philosophical and reli-
gious resources we can muster. We may think that 
this is a secular age, but the state is moving into 
an age where a need for, in the broadest sense, a 
religious perspective may become more and more 
deeply urgent.

That may not mean an age of religious revival, 
but an age in which the religious input needs to be 
sufficiently confident, and sufficiently humble, to 
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engage in this very difficult definition of the val-
ues, goals and opportunities trans-national institu-
tions are working towards. I suspect that religious 
people of all these traditions will need to share 
some sense of distance and scepticism about some 
of the classical models of the sovereignty of the 
nation state. We can end up with a world of ruth-
less and jostling marketeers, endless competition 
for dwindling resources in which the desire to gain 
the best deal for its citizens leads to a constantly 
descending spiral (of labour conditions for exam-
ple), ever more rapid movement of capital, and a 
cavalier attitude to natural resources. Or we can 
work very hard through and with the international 
and trans-national institutions there are, to see 
what co-operative values might inform a world in 
which opportunity of whole communities could 
be maximised as well. To do that, I am suggesting, 
we need some more agreed visions than we have 
at present.

Obviously I would say as a Christian priest, we 
need a vision of humanity in the image of God. It 
is in that context that collaborative, co-operative 
approach to the use of resources might emerge. 
A collaborative approach to what we mean by 
national security. A recognition maybe that there is 
no such thing as national security without collec-
tive security — at the very least regional security. 
We all know that there is no security for Israel 
without security for Palestine.

If collective security is a reality, the world of 
mutual threat — which was, if you like, the last 
gasp of the nation state’s attempt to secure its citi-
zens — must be put behind us.

Security has to be re-imagined in terms of just 
intervention, not only in military causes, but for 
example in the provision of what somebody radi-
cally and rightly called ‘a Marshall Plan for Africa’. 
A systematic economic intervention for the sake 
of the vast majority of that continent. Collective 
security imagines something other and greater 
than military security.

Well, this has moved some way from September 
11 last year. But I hope you may perhaps see how 
this unfolds from what it was that September 11 
brought home to us. That event, by forcing some 
unwelcome thoughts about security and insecu-

rity, prompted, at least for some people, a chain of 
questions about the nature of security, the nature 
of the state that offers to provide security, and the 
nature of an insecure world.

It is often said that one of the tragedies of inter-
national relations and the philosophy of military 
establishments, is the willingness to fight the next 
war with the weapons of the last one. Unless some 
of these issues feed (rather more than they seem 
to be at the moment) into the collective thinking 
of, for example, our (British) government and the 
United States government, then we shall continue 
fighting the wars of the nation state, in what will 
increasingly become unreality. Because we have 
seen the end of war in the sense of text books of 
international law. We are seeing an immense chal-
lenge for global ethics (to use a term I am not very 
fond of, but can’t think of a better one) — the for-
mation of robust trans-national institutions with 
robust trans-national ethics. In that task I believe 
that the religious traditions, especially the religious 
traditions who are the centre of imaginative and 
spiritual focus in the Eastern Mediterranean, have 
a very distinctive role to play.

The end of war does not mean the advent of 
peace, as yet. But unless we recognise what has 
changed in our understanding of war, and our 
understanding of the state, then peace will remain 
further off. I have no international plan to offer 
you, no agenda for the United Nations to take 
up. But I do want to suggest very seriously to you 
that it is becoming daily more urgent to face the 
imaginative transition we need to make away from 
the all-importance of the classical sovereign nation 
state. I understand what the implications are for 
government and international co-operation of 
those two terrible and terrifying factors over the 
last couple of decades — nuclear weaponry and 
globalisation of the economy.

Beyond that, not a perpetual peace, but at least 
a consistent (heritage) for maximising true human 
opportunities of national and regional communi-
ties. We hope and pray that that imaginative shift, 
that step forward, is something which we as citi-
zens are prepared to take.
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In praise of egalitarianism 
— a response to Peter 
Carnley, Archbishop of Perth 
and Primate of Australia 
by KEVIN GILES, Vicar of 
St Michael’s Church, North 
Carlton — a small inner 
parish in the Diocese of 
Melbourne.

It is a fact of life that the Anglican Church is 
hierarchically ordered. On this I do not disa-
gree with Archbishop Carnley.1

In this hierarchically ordered church I, as a 
parish vicar, am near the bottom, and he, as the 
Primate is at the pinnacle. Nevertheless, I dare to 
enter into debate with him on the rightness of 
this ordering, presuming on his generous spirit and 
love of theological debate.

From my perspective I believe the Anglican 
Church would be more pleasing to God if it were 
more egalitarian — more effective in mission in 
our Australian context if hierarchical ordering 
could be eliminated, in so far as is possible in a 
fallen world.

Archbishop Carnley rightly seeks to ground his 
case theologically. He appeals to the doctrine of the 
Trinity, the primary doctrine of the Christian faith, 
to support his case that the Primate and the bishops 
have been given authority to rule the Church. It is 
his aim to be counter-cultural. He writes, he says, 
“to defend ourselves in the face of the natural and 
culturally conditioned suspicion of hierarchy that is 
so much part of the social environment”.2

In dissenting from his preference on how our 
Church should be ordered I need to show that 
his depiction of the Trinity as a hierarchy is in 
fact not to be endorsed. The orthodox doctrine of 

the Trinity favours rather an egalitarian vision of 
Christian communal life. 

The Nicene and Athanasian Creeds depict the 
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit as a commu-
nity of equals.3 The Nicene Creed insists that the 
Father and the Son are one in being (homoousios) 
and one in the work of creation and salvation. In 
being and act, person and function, they are equals. 
In the Athanasian Creed this truth is underlined. 
All three persons are confessed as one in being 
and authority (all three are “almighty”). So, as 
Anglicans, we believe that: “In this Trinity none 
is afore or after other; none is greater or less than 
another ... the whole three persons are co-eternal 
together; and co-equal.” 

Appeal to the Cappadocians’ insistence on the 
Father as the mon-arche (one source) of the Son 
and the Spirit does not support a hierarchical 
understanding of the Trinity. The Cappadocians 
unequivocally embrace the oneness in being of the 
Father, Son and Spirit and as Archbishop Carnley 
points out, their unity of action. He writes:

“Basil spoke of a ‘coincidence of willing’ among 
the persons of the Trinity. The Son does the 
Father’s will, but it is not that the Son does the will 
of the Father begrudgingly, as a subordinate out 
of a sense of duty or under some kind of duress; 
rather, the Father finds his own will freely and lov-
ingly reflected back to himself by the Son, ‘like an 
image in a mirror’.” 4

In Archbishop Carnley’s treatment of the idea 
that the Father is the mon-arche of the Son, he con-
flates two meanings of this term. First, he argues 
that the Father should be thought of as the mon-
arche of the Son and the Spirit. In this sentence the 
Greek word mon-arche means “one origin or one 
source”. He then goes on to argue that this justifies 
the monarchy of bishops and as a consequence, that 
of the Primate of the Australian Anglican Church. 
So he writes, “This notion of a legitimate monarchy 
of the Father within orthodox belief ... allows us to 
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articulate an understanding of the role of a Bishop 
in the Church and of a Primate”.5

In this usage the word monarchy now comes to 
mean “the rule of one person”. The Father as the 
one origin of the being of the Son has become 
justification for the rule of bishops and of the 
Primate! Even if we conceded that the Father 
should be thought of as the mon-arche of the being 
of the Son (and I do not) this understanding of the 
Father in no way supports the idea that Bishops 
are rulers. Conflating the meaning of two words 
proves nothing.

In the Western tradition the idea that the Father 
is the mon-arche of the being of the Son has gener-
ally been rejected. Both the Nicene Creed as it is 
confessed in Western churches and the Athanasian 
Creed, make the Father and the Son together the 
arche of the Spirit. This underlines the oneness of 
being (homoousios) of the Father and the Son, so 
important to Western theologians, and captures the 
biblical teaching that the Spirit is the gift of both 
the Father and of the Son (Jn 14.16, 15.26, 16.7, 
20.22,Acts 2.33). Those Western theologians who 
continue to endorse the idea that the Father is the 
mon-arche of the Son generally restrict this to the 
person of the Son. The divine being of the Son is 
derived from none. He is God in his own right 
from all eternity. On the other hand, his personal 
identity as the Son may be thought of as given by 
the Father, just as the Father’s personal identity as 
the Father is given by the Son. The Son is the Son 
of the Father, just as the Father is the Father of the 
Son. Without the Father the Son cannot be the 
Son and vice versa.

Athanasius, Augustine, Aquinas, Calvin, Barth, 
Rahner and all the modern day expositions of 
the Trinity seem to be of one mind in reject-
ing hierarchical ordering in the Trinity. So David 
Cunningham in his 1998 book, These Three Are 
One: The Practice of Trinitarian Theology, speaks of a 
“radical, relational, co-equality” in modern trini-
tarian thinking.6 Similarly, Millard Erickson says 

contemporary theologians depict the Trinity as “a 
communion of three persons [where there is] a 
mutual submission of each to each of the others 
and a mutual glorifying of one another. There is 
complete equality of the three”.7 

The only section of the church today that argues 
for a hierarchically ordered Trinity is conservative 
evangelicals opposed to the ordination of women. 
They tell us that just as the Father is set over the 
Son, so men are set over women in the home and 
the church.8 For them their hierarchically ordered 
Trinity illustrates and justifies the subordination 
of women. Archbishop Carnley is known to have 
little sympathy with such evangelicals as a general 
rule. It is thus surprising to find him on this matter 
paralleling their arguments. For him a hierarchi-
cally ordered Trinity justifies the subordination of 
the clergy and the laity.

I would reply to both that the orthodox doc-
trine of the Trinity neither justifies the subordina-
tion of women to men or of clergy and laity to 
bishops, whatever we may think of these ideas. The 
orthodox doctrine of the Trinity suggests exactly 
the opposite. An egalitarian model of the church is 
the ideal most pleasing to God. 

Archbishop Carnley’s appeal to the Trinity to 
support hierarchical ordering is of course an ana-
logical argument. “In some ways but not all” the 
Christian doctrine of God informs the life of the 
Church. Because it is so easy for us to construct an 
analogical argument that “proves” what we already 
believe (by moving from the human to the divine) 
all analogical arguments must be carefully scruti-
nised, especially by the test of scripture. So we ask, 
do the Gospels suggest that Jesus would endorse a 
hierarchically ordered church?

In turning to the Gospels, one of the most star-
tling discoveries one makes is that Jesus was almost 
silent on the topic of the ordering of the life of 
the church. True, he appointed twelve apostles to 
be the nucleus of the restored Israel, the Christian 
community, and to be witnesses of his life, ministry 
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and resurrection. But he never suggested that their 
task was to order the church or establish its min-
istry.9 If anything, the twelve were proto church, 
not proto ministry. Only on one matter relating to 
the leadership of the church did he speak, and on 
this he spoke with absolute clarity. In six passages 
the Gospel writers record him teaching that those 
who would be leaders in the church should take 
the role of the servant.10 In Mark 10.42-4 he says: 
“Among the gentiles those whom they recognise 
as their rulers lord it over them, and their great 
ones are tyrants over them. But it is not so among 
you; but whoever wishes to become great among 
you must be your servant, and whoever wishes to 
be first among you must be slave of all.”.

Eduard Schweizer says these comments remind 
us that, “Special ministry takes place in the church 
only in special subordination”.11

In the story of the foot-washing this teaching 
is illustrated.12 Jesus is the disciples’ teacher and 
Lord yet he gladly washes their feet. The principle 
enunciated in these sayings and demonstrated in 

the foot-washing reflects what is basic to Jesus’ 
ministry. He came not to be served but to serve 
and to give his life. I thus simply cannot see how 
the hierarchical ordering of the Anglican Church, 
or any other church, can be justified. It seems to 
me that Jesus calls his disciples then and now to be 
a community of equals.

A copy of the Archbishop Peter Carnley’s paper 
In praise of hierarchy — a response to Jürgen 
Moltmann is available from the Editor (see back 
cover for addresses).

9  See K N Giles, Patterns of Ministry Among the First Christians, Collins-
Dove, Melbourne, 1989, 152–171: K B Osborne, Priesthood: A History 
of the Ordained Ministry in the Roman Catholic Church, Paulist, New York, 
1988, 53–64.

10  Mk 9.35, 10.44,  Matt 20.26, 23.11, Lk 9.48, 22.26,

11  Church Order in the New Testament, SCM, London, 1961, 178. 

12  Jn 13.12-4
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In recent years there has been a concern 
to develop alternative forms of literacy so 
that our citizens are better prepared for the 
challenges of the future. In addition to the 
skills of reading, writing and arithmetic — the 
traditional ‘3 Rs’ — schools are recognizing the 
need to develop computer literacy and various 
other life skills.

There is another life skill essential to the wellbeing 
of our society — religious literacy. So what is religious 
literacy? And why is it important for the health of 
religious communities as well as the wider society?

Religious literacy is not about being correct. It 
does not ensure that we will always draw the right 
conclusions. But it is about being well informed: 
including a capacity to locate relevant information 
and employ it appropriately.

In one sense, religious literacy is a shorthand way to 
describe our aspirations to be well informed in matters 
of religion. However, it goes beyond ‘information’ to 
include ‘competence’ in forming our religious values 
and acting upon them.

This gets us close to the heart of the matter. Many 
members of our society — including many active 
church members — are functionally illiterate in religion.

Such people are unaware of a great body of 
scholarship that is relevant to their faith. And those 
who consider themselves non-religious — the fastest 
growing religious option in many western societies 
— are often unaware that many popular stereotypes 
are well grounded in the religious traditions they no 
longer find persuasive.

As we move through a period of profound 
transition in our society, religion can be a focus for 
negativity as well as a catalyst for meaning and hope. 
That is why it matters that so many people remain 
functionally illiterate in matters of religion.  We all 
need some basic capacity to weigh the claims of those 
who invoke religion in support of their social and 
political agenda. At a time when the polarities of the 
Cold War are being replaced by tensions along ancient 
religious boundaries, it is all the more important that 
the knowledge developed by scholars in religion be 
accessible to as many people as possible.

The Church could (should?) be a voice for 
religious literacy in public life. We all have much 

to learn — and much to gain — as we pursue the 
goal of a society whose citizens have the capacity to 
access and critique the religious traditions that we 
have inherited. It begins in our homes, our parish 
communities and our schools.
Gregory C Jenks
FaithFutures Foundation
www.faithfutures.org

Some helpful remarks on the first edition of 
Common Theology —
• “Very impressed with Common Theology 

magazine... every success with the publication,” a 
clergyman from Tasmania.

• “It is a good piece of work,” a theologian from 
Melbourne.

• “I will vote for its future by subscribing for myself,” 
a Ballarat priest.

• “I am writing to congratulate you on a good idea 
well executed... My inaugural copy of Common 
Theology fell out of my Market Place and successfully 
distracted me from bacon and eggs when I came 
home after the Eucharist. I simply read it from one 
cover to the other.”

• “My wife and I really like your new publication. 
We thoroughly enjoyed the breadth of the 
contributions. And I found some good 
experiences/quotes for sermons.” NSW

• “Anyone who can publish Carnley and Tutu in 
Vol.-I No.1 can’t be ALL bad!” Balmain, NSW

• “An outstanding first issue. I hope the standard can 
be kept up!” Magnetic Island, Qld

• “Good luck with this refreshing enterprise!” NSW
• “Well done! Congratulations. Looks good.” 

Wangaratta

Editor’s note Several subscribers asked for continued 
emphasis on mysticism, following Sr Gillian’s Home 
Truths column in the last edition. Spirituality 
cannot be divorced from theology without serious 
consequences for the Church. However, the Common 
Theology mandate emphasises public affairs. For 
Australian spirituality, I refer you to the Eremos 
magazine advertised on page 15.

Letters to the Editor should be mailed to 
PO Box 117, Sandgate, Qld 4017 or  
mhelass@ecn.net.au
Advertising rates on request at the above 
addresses.
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goats”.9 The women were executed in accordance 
with the Old Testament decree “Thou shalt not 
suffer a witch to live”.10 The Church textbook The 
Hammer of Witches11 explained most witches were 
female because “all witchcraft comes from carnal 
lust, which is in women insatiable”. Inquisitors 
‘knew’ a witch by her attitude or behaviour. Once 
she was chosen, denial of witchhood was further 
indication of guilt. Confession might be procured 
by torture, but other proofs were bodily signs 
— birthmark, mole, scar — or sickness a physician 
could not diagnose.

If all else failed, the woman was thrown into 
deep water — if she drowned she was innocent 
and if not she was a witch and executed. 

In a witchcraft ‘trial’ ordinary legal rules were 
suspended, any defence considered heretical, only 
incriminating evidence admitted. If the defend-
ant confessed at the last minute she was granted 
immunity from eternal damnation, and as a favour 
strangled before her body was scorched so her 
soul would go to heaven. Otherwise the Church 
burned her alive.12

Some intellectuals had their doubts about the 
system but “the common people believed in 
witches, and not even the Inquisition could pre-
vent great witch hunts to slake the popular thirst 
for scapegoats in a miserable world”.13  

Insane asylums of 17th and 18th century Europe 
and America were less about treatment of the 
sick and more about ridding society of unde-

sirables. “To be considered mad it was enough to 
be abandoned, destitute, poor, unwanted” [Szasz]. 
Admission to Paris hospitals provided for locking 

up poor children and “the debauched, spendthrift 
fathers, prodigal sons, blasphemers, libertines”.14 
In Massachusetts insanity was “part and parcel of 
poverty”.15

Women continued to be at great risk, includ-
ing “girls who were debauched or in evident 
danger of being debauched” on the complaint of 
relatives or the parish priest. Daniel Defoe wrote 
about men “sending their Wives to Mad-Houses 
at every Whim and Dislike, that they [husbands] 
may be more secure and undisturbed in their 
Debaucheries”.16 In Illinois married women 
could be detained in the state asylum at the request 
of the husband without evidence of insanity’.17

One asylum was described as a “wretched, filthy 
prison, its smell overpowering, the patients, fran-
tic, chained, and many of them naked”. Benjamin 
Rush wrote “terror acts powerfully on the body 
through the medium of the mind, and should be 
employed in the cure of madness”.18

Adolf Hitler aimed in the 1930s and ’40s to solve 
economic and social problems by “creating a 
super-race by selective breeding and the elimi-
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Demonising the Enemy
Historians of the future will point out that we too lived by myths. Herbert J Muller.1

An overgrown plaque in Melbourne

1  Herbert J. Muller, Freedom in the Western World: From the Dark Ages to the 
Rise of Democracy, Harper & Row 1963.

2  Promises, by Justine Shapiro, B.Z.Goldberg, & Carlos Bolado. 

3  Author Marina Warner, interviewed on ABC Radio National 
8-September 2002.

4  “Making sense of a world in conflict”, New Scientist, 11 May 2002 

5  United Nations Human Development Report 2002.

6  St Matthew, Ch 7, Verse 5, ‘First cast out the beam out of thine own 
eye; and then shalt thou see clearly to cast out the mote out of thy 
brother’s eye’.

7  R.D.Laing, Self and Others, Pelican Books 1961



nation of the unfit”.19 Jobs, education, healthy pastimes 
were provided for the ‘pure’ race, while the rejected 
Untermenschen (‘less than human’) were considered wor-
thy only of humiliation, experimentation and ultimately 
death by starvation or murder. A surviving Polish Jew 
described how it became clear he was “no longer con-
sidered a human being” when he was crammed into an 
overcrowded railway cattle truck without food, water 
or toilet facilities. Nazi soldiers were allowed to shoot 
Untermenschen on sight for any slight misdemeanour.20

Justifying his purges Hitler wrote in Mein Kampf “I 
believe that I am acting in accordance with the will of 
the Almighty Creator: by defending myself against the 
Jew, I am fighting for the work of the Lord”.21

The result was the elimination of six million 
Jews, the gassing of 50,000 non-Jewish patients in 
mental hospitals, 800 disabled children dispatched 
as ‘useless eaters’ after being experimented on, along 
with further millions of Gypsies and homosexuals.   

Over 150,000 German asylum seekers settled 
in Britain and the United States, including many 
leading intellectuals of the 20th century — Albert 
Einstein, Karl Popper, Sigmund Freud, Bertolt 
Brecht, Thomas Mann, Arthur Koestler, Otto 
Klemperer, Eric Hobsbawm, Alexander Korda.22

 

Today a potent label is ‘terrorist’, pinned on 
a person authorities want to take out of 
circulation because s/he is, or could be, a 

danger.   
Commenting on the “demonising and thought-

deadening power” of the word ‘terrorism’, inter-
national lawyer John Whitbeck regards the label a 
threat to peace.

“The word itself is dangerous because many peo-
ple apply it to whatever they hate as a way of avoid-
ing and discouraging and, frequently, excusing their 
own illegal and immoral behaviour...”terrorism” 

is fundamentally...a term of abuse...with the US 
relying on the word to assert an absolute right to 
attack any country it dislikes, (so) many people 
around the world feel a sense of terror”.23

In February the European Union president pre-
sented to the Working Party on Terrorism a draft 
decision calling for exchange of information about 
protesters between law enforcement and intelligence 
agencies “to protect EU summits and other inter-
national meetings”. Statewatch editor Tony Bunyan 
commented: “To link protest groups to terrorism...
confirms the worst fears of civil society...There is 
no evidence whatsoever that groups protesting, for 
example, against the effects of globalisation, have 
any links with real terrorist groups”.24

In Chechnya, “every day men are arrested, taken 
away and vanish without trace”, reported Natalie 
Nougayrede. “The remains of a young man who 
had been blown up by explosives had been gathered 
together... ‘Just you wait’, said a women from that 
district, ‘in the course of the day, the Russians will 
announce that a terrorist blew himself up...That’s 
how they disguise their crimes’. That evening the 
Russian state television channel did not refer to the 
young dead man. However, it announced that ‘two 
acts of terrorism were committed in Grozny’”. 
Why was this happening? “To terrorise us”, a 
young Chechen told Nougayrede, “In their eyes a 
Chechen is not a human being, he’s a dog you kill 
and throw on the rubbish dump”.25

In Uzbekistan’s ‘war against terrorism’ Marcel 
Theroux found people were executed, or impris-
oned for as long as fifteen years, for ‘terrorist’ 
actions such as attending religious meetings or 
handing out leaflets.26

On US President George Bush’s ‘axis of evil’ 
rhetoric, Thurston asks ‘Is it possible that... Western 
governments would recreate something akin to 
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the ghettos and restrictions of the High Middle 
Ages but with a new target? Evil for evil’s sake, the 
Devil’s motive, is already identified regularly in our 
culture’. 

Social justice activist Joan Coxsedge sees the 
proposed Australian terrorism legislation as “the 
most dangerous legislation ever to come before 
an Australian parliament”, pushing the country 
towards becoming a “fully-fledged police state”. 
Law professor George Williams initially thought it 
was “some sort of hoax (because) this legislation 
contains the essential apparatus of a police state”, 
while the Australian Civil Liberties Union and the 
Greens Party believe there are sufficient Australian 
laws against violence already.27 

The political Far Right, currently gaining 
support in much of Europe, USA and 
Australia, advocates rejection of, and cru-

elty to refugees. 
Some day Australians will look back in shame to 

the present time when gunboats are sent to deter 
from these shores unarmed, vulnerable people who 
have left homes in distant, poverty-stricken, war-
torn lands and embarked on life-threatening jour-
neys in the hope of finding peace, even survival. 
Then punished by incarceration in internment 
camps for indefinite periods, treated as criminals 
without assumption of innocence or benefit of fair 
trial. Then further punished by the use of insulting 
labels meaning they are not welcome: ‘boatpeople’, 
‘unauthorised arrivals’, ‘illegals’, ‘queue-jumpers’, 
‘the people smuggler problem’.

Cassi Plate sees a continuing pattern of rejection 
with the oppression of Aborigines and the White 
Australia policy of the 20th century.28

Refugees, asylum seekers and internally dis-
placed persons are all in the same boat, whether 
fleeing life-threatening conflict or life-threatening 
poverty. World-wide migration is an expression of 

the human survival instinct in response to increas-
ing global disparity of wealth, which produces 
conflict, torture, genocide, poverty, disease, slavery.

When refugees were reported to have thrown 
children overboard on 7 October 2001, Prime 
Minister John Howard immediately commented 
“I don’t want in Australia people who throw their 
children into the sea” and Immigration Minister 
Philip Ruddock said “It was clearly planned and 
premeditated”. They did not check the reports 
were accurate (they were not), nor were there 
inquiries about possible explanations for such des-
perate alleged behaviour. Furthermore, there has 
been no apology from government to those now 
known to have been falsely accused.29

In Australia we lock up refugees in what 
Bishop Saunders and Justice Marcus Einfeld have 
called “concentration camps”.30 While Minister 
Ruddock has blamed detainees’ poor health on 
experience in their original country, many health 
and human behaviour authorities have insisted that 
being held indefinitely in locked, isolated institu-
tions is psychologically  harmful and stockpiles 
problems for future development. Dr Bernice 
Pintzner said she watched detainees “go mad. After 
three months they are depressed, after six months 
severely depressed, then they can slip into psycho-
sis”. Former Woomera psychologist Harold Bilboe 
reported “young detainees were subjected to 
extreme trauma, including being handcuffed and 
seeing graphic acts of mutilation. I saw horrific 
injuries being inflicted on themselves by detainees 
— including slashings and hanging — also wit-
nessed by children”. Bilboe’s contract was termi-
nated when he spoke out.31

At the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity 
Commission’s National Inquiry into Child 
Immigration Detention, allegations have being 
made that Australia’s policy is in contravention of 
the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, 
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and there are questions as to whether Minister 
Ruddock, who has responsibilities in loco parentis 
for unaccompanied children in detention, has 
ensured their proper care. 

A large group of prominent Australians and 
organisations have formed Australians for Just 
Refugee Programs to support the many other 
refugee organisations and have undertaken a public 
speaking and advertising campaign to oppose gov-
ernment policy.32 

Prime Minister Howard is ‘a Methodist who 
attends an Anglican Church’. Minister Ruddock told 
journalist Cameron Stewart he has “searched his own 
conscience about his handling of asylum seekers and 
is comfortable that his actions are consistent with his 
Christian beliefs (he is a practising Anglican)”.33

I am no theologian but I always thought of 
Jesus Christ as the sort of bloke who if he heard 
of a bunch of homeless, hungry, wandering people 
approaching the city gate he would load up with 
loaves and fishes and welcome them. 

The movement of many desperate people 
seeking survival round the world has increased 
exponentially since the 1970s, reflecting growing 
disparities in the global distribution of wealth, 
made more apparent by information technology, 
and in turn helping cause civil unrest. Most refu-
gees originate from poor countries and head for 
richer places, like wealthier people do.

It follows from this that economic and social 
improvements in refugees’ countries of origin, by 
massive transfers of wealth from rich countries, 
could make it less necessary for them to survive 
by leaving home.

A society is only ever diminished when needy 
people are treated without compassion, especially 
in a rich country like Australia. 

On Nurse Edith Cavell’s statue in London 
are inscribed some of her final words before she 
was executed in 1915 for helping troops escape 
slaughter: ‘Patriotism is not enough. I must have 
no hatred or bitterness for anyone’.34

harold@austarmetro.com.au

32  Australians for Just Refugee Programs, PO Box 559, Surry Hills, NSW 
2010,  www.ajustaustralia.com

33  Cameron Stewart, “The man within”, The Weekend Australian, 2–3 
February 2002.

34  W.F.Deedes, “My Hero Edith Cavell”, BBC History Magazine, May 
2002.

Hans Kung, The Catholic Church
(Phoenix Press, 231 pp; $21.00 softcover) 
Reviewed by Terence McKenna

Was Jesus Catholic? Is ‘Roman Catholic’ 
an oxymoron? Would the Pope be 
pope if he was not infallible? Is there a 

Catholic Gorbachev hidden among the cardinals?
Master theologian Hans Kung poses answers 

to these and similar questions in a short 231-page 
history of the Catholic Church. The pace is fast 
but worthwhile in an easy to read, inexpensive 
format.

Most readers will be familiar with Hans Kung, 
who was born in Switzerland in 1926, studied 
at Rome and Paris, and ordained a priest in the 
Catholic Church in 1954. From 1960 till his 
retirement in 1996, he taught at the University of 
Tübingen. 

In 1962 Pope John XXIII appointed Kung as 
a theological consultant for the Second Vatican 
Council, where he radically modernised key 
areas in teaching and practice. Much water then 
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flowed past on the Tiber. What followed was a 
stormy relationship with Rome, culminating in a 
Vatican censure in 1979 that banned his teaching 
as a Catholic theologian. Tübingen then appointed 
him to a personal chair of ecumenical theology, but 
he remains a Catholic priest in ‘good standing’.

In The Catholic Church Kung describes the 
various epoch-making paradigms of the Roman 
Catholic Church as well as the Jewish-Christian 
paradigm. Readers should note at the outset that 
the book has no footnotes or bibliography — it is 
a lecture not a thesis.

Kung argues that the Catholic Church is an 
organic process that is maturing and spreading. 
High hopes for change were seen in the Second 
Vatican Council, but it still discriminates against 
women — by prohibiting not only contraceptives 
and the marriage of priests but also the ordination 
of women. 

Neither Nazism, Stalinism nor Maoism have 
been able to destroy the Catholic Church. It 
remains a worldwide community of believers and 
committed people. It is probably the oldest and 
most successful organisations in the world — even 
though at times servile towards superiors and arro-
gant towards inferiors.

Kung sets out to provide orientation in three 
respects — basic information about the dramatic 

historical development of the Church, a critical 
historical stocktaking to show its evolution, and 
concrete challenge to introduce reform. He aims 
to offer construction, reform, and renewal, cover-
ing two thousand years in a short paperback.

Jesus is portrayed as proclaiming the kingdom of 
God, not enunciating himself nor a future church; 
rather his incarnation is seen as a great eschato-
logical collective movement, sealed with baptism 
in his name and through a ceremonial meal in his 
memory. Perhaps it is not possible to imagine Jesus 
at a mass in St Peter’s Rome — instead we may use 
the same words as Dostoevsky’s Grand Inquisitor, 
“Why do you come to disturb us?”.

Kung presents a diorama of happenings over the 
centuries of the Catholic Church — the keyhole 
approach to history, emphasising the distinctive 
changes that have affected the course of history, 
from the early Councils to the Reformation, the 
intricacies of papal rule, even “Councils come and 
councils go but the Roman Curia remains”.

The Church’s silence over the Holocaust is con-
sidered: the hierocratic Pius XII  (1939–1958) saw 
the Jews as people “who had murdered God”. As 
a triumphalist representative of a Roman ideology, 
he regarded Rome as replacing Jerusalem, and was 
even against the foundation of a Jewish state in 
Palestine. Pacelli did not even protest against the 
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HARRY THROSSELL began his journalistic career 
in 1976 as a correspondent for The Guardian, 
London, following ten years teaching in the Social 
Work Department of the University of Queensland. 
This essay, entitled Political Demonisation, is 
extracted from the Levellers Essays series, which he 
has been developing since 1998.

The film Promises shows how Palestinian 
and Israeli children had been conditioned 
to hate each other, supported by the scrip-

tures, because the ‘others’ were defined by adult 
society as the devil’s work. Left to themselves they 
found they could be friends.2

Contemporary society likes to see itself as doing 
the right thing — in Australia espousing ‘a fair go’. 
It is often only when we look back we see how we 
defined what is allowed by punishing scapegoats, 
in author Marina Warner’s words “You feel bad 
about crushing people so you demonise them in 
order to justify it and feel better”.3

Currently, the world is awash with military vio-
lence, in what sometimes seems like an attempt to 
eradicate the poor. A New Scientist editorial reads: 
‘Even as you read this, people are dying in at least 
twenty-five major conflicts, most of them in the 
poorest countries of Africa and Asia’.4 Such strug-
gles cripple economies further, driving skilled sur-
vivors to emigrate, while providing huge incomes 
for arms manufacturers, with the United States 
supplying 45 per cent of world arms exports.5 In 
the 1990s most wars were within national bounda-
ries, most casualties non-combatants, many of 
them child soldiers. 

The Beam and the Mote 6

In personal relationships the beam in your own 
eye is ignored while the mote in your partner’s 
is attacked. Alan may not recognise his internal 

sense of inferiority creates frustration, he projects 
it on to partner Betty and then uses her as a verbal 
or physical punch-bag to let off steam. For her part, 
Betty may have ‘chosen’ Alan to gratify her unrecog-
nised needs, locking them together emotionally.7

On a larger scale, seeing ‘badness’ in another 
group to preserve the correctness of your own 
position is as old as the hills. People regarded as 
politically dangerous or personally embarrass-
ing are rejected by attaching stigmatising labels 
— ‘loony’, ‘commo’, ‘coon’ — and sending them 
to appropriate sin-bins. Then it’s okay to deprive 
or hurt them as punishment, and to warn others.  
The history of psychiatry has many examples of  
‘medical’ diagnoses, often legally binding, which 
are essentially about social control: political dis-
sidents in the Soviet Union incarcerated in ‘psy-
chiatric hospitals’; in the 1960s sexually active 
teenage Queenslanders labeled ‘in need of care and 
control’ and confined behind barbed-wire under 
the supervision of a male psychiatrist. 

Racism is an example of this mechanism.

During Christian versus non-Christian 
stoushes a thousand years ago, ‘producing 
better cohesion... involved defining who 

the true Christians were, a process assisted by “saying 
who they were not”, wrote historian Robert Thurston. 
“The Devil was increasingly linked to the new ene-
mies...Satan’s presence answered both political and 
psychological needs in a time of acute danger”.8

For centuries many thousands of women who 
did not conform to strict Church beliefs and 
behaviour, were blamed for everything from plague 
to crop failure, and slaughtered for being in league 
with the Devil.

Historian Christopher Hill: “Witches, malignant 
spirits and the devil (were) useful explanations for 
the existence of evil and suffering, useful scape-
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“Four conditions need to 
be met if the Church is to 
have a future in the Third 

Millennium”



pogrom of Kristallnacht in 1938. 
The silence against the Holocaust was a moral 

failure. There was no thought of excommunicat-
ing ‘Catholics’ like Hitler, Himmler, Goebbels, 
and Bormann, but then the Protestant churches 
did nothing against Goring or Eichmann. Perhaps 
Hochhuth’s play about Pius XII The Representative 
has an appropriate subtitle — ‘A Christian 
Tragedy’

The Catholic Church concludes that four condi-
tions need be met if that church — or any church 
— is to have a future in the Third Millennium. 
The Church must not fall in love with the Middle 
Ages, the Reformation or the Enlightenment. Nor 
can it be patriarchal, fixated on stereotyped images 
of women, nor exclusive male language or pre-

determined gendered roles. Office and charisma 
must be combined. Furthermore, a church cannot 
be narrowly confessional or Eurocentric.

When the virtual disappearance of Communism 
came in 1989, the world had entered a new post-
modern period. now Christianity must find its 
way to an ecumenical paradigm in the upheaval 
between modernity and post-modernity.

Kung leaves the reader asking many questions 
including — who is orthodox, who is catholic, and 
who is evangelical? This book is a must for laity 
and clergy — and it’s short.

Fr Terence McKenna is a retired priest and 
columnist and lives in Ballarat.
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Low Sunday: the trials of Dietrich Bonhoeffer

Playwright and Actor — Paul Galloway

Directed by Ron Kelly, Musical Director 
Graeme Morton

Reviewed by Maggie Helass

On the night of Low Sunday 1945 a Gestapo staff 
car bore Pastor Dietrich Bonhoeffer to his trial and 
execution by hanging at Flossenburg concentration 
camp, on April 8.

This play about the life and fate of the Lutheran 
pastor Dietrich Bonhoeffer was written by Paul 
Galloway for Brisbane’s Cathedral Week in May this 
year. Written with a church’s resources in mind, it 
is largely a monologue, interspersed with song and 
occasional exchanges of dialogue.

St Peter’s Lutheran College choir supported 
actor/playwright Paul Galloway in his role, with 
eight songs and hymns, including By Gracious Powers 
written by Bonhoeffer himself. The choir was dressed 
in black.

The sound of the Gestapo staff car reverberates in 
the stark sanctuary of St Andrew’s Lutheran Church, 
Brisbane. Bonhoeffer is seated, ostensibly handcuffed. 
He has been imprisoned for almost two years and is 
wearing a slightly dishevelled suit of good cut. He 
reflects on his long, troubled journey of the spirit 
from being an apolitical pastor from a good German 
middle-class family, to active participation in the plot 
to assassinate Adolf Hitler.

Fear emerges early as a theme haunting, not only 
Germany in 1945, but Bonhoeffer’s own spiritual 
journey. “Not feeling fear, obviously, but parading it 
afterwards, flaunting it. I’m very much a product of 
my family in that respect. We were expected to mas-
ter ourselves.”

His family are appalled at Bonhoeffer’s decision to 
become a pastor, taunting him: “Dieter, the church 
is a poor, feeble, boring, petty-bourgeois organiza-
tion.”

Bonhoeffer: “In that case, I shall reform it!” and 
aside, “Never got a chance to reform the church. 
Hitler got there before me.”

Bonhoeffer roams the stage whilst recalling his career 
through academia to a lectureship in Berlin, then the 

Union Theological Seminary in New York, where he 
found the thrust of theology was social and political.

“In my crisis, as a sort of last resort, I began reading 
my bible,” he confides. “The Sermon on the Mount 
is the key, Jesus tells his disciples to pray. I had never 
prayed — or rarely. What did have to pray about? I 
had everything I wanted. I had always had everything 
I wanted. Yet, despite myself, I began to pray — secret, 
private prayers. And it was a liberation.”

Galloway’s interpretation of Bonhoeffer excels in 
these ironic asides, buoying up the profound ethical 
questions raised by this 20th Century saint’s writings 
and his death at the hands of the Gestapo. Can we 
justify violence, even in a good cause? How is one 
to act when all moral principles are being confused, 
distorted and turned upside-down?

The young Bonhoeffer was not without guilt 
himself, in the dilemma of Germany’s Confessing 
Church, betrayed and torn in two by Nazism’s 
mythologising of Hitler, its co-option of faith, trust, 
loyalty and obedience to its cause. Guilt emerges, 
with fear, as twin themes.

“I have found it interesting in these last few years 
that people will talk endlessly about their fear, but 
never about their guilt.” And, as the journey nears 
its end: “My entire life I had set righteousness in my 
sights and followed it like a star. But Nazism clouded 
the sky. Guilt became impossible to avoid.... The man 
of reason, of conscience, of duty, of principle, of free-
dom and of virtue — I have been all of these and in 
not one could I avoid guilt.”

“To live in this world is to be implicated in its evil 
and guilt... Only by accepting guilt and bearing it for 
the sake of others can I act ethically in this world-
come-of-age.”

With a clear bearing on the post-modern West, 
Galloway has Bonhoeffer making a statement on his 
book, Ethics. “We needed a new ethics for a world 
come of age. If we can no longer rely on principles 
and duty and conscience, if it was impossible to be 
simply righteous and good, then how do we base our 
actions?”

This play is elegantly written to whet the appetite 
for Bonhoeffer’s own writings, to bring this great 
theologian and man of prayer to life for ordinary 
people. Galloway is doing theology in the vernacular. 
His play is well researched, entertaining, and with the 
simplest of props, dramatic.

Contact Paul Galloway on (03) 9593 8254.
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One could be for-
given for imagining 
this advertisement 

was designed by an art-
ist for whom clergy were 
mean-spirited men in funny 
clothes. It appeared in The 
Weekend Australian in August, 
and cleverly exploits the cur-
rent cultural baggage asso-
ciated with the church to 
mythologise chocolate as a 
spiritual experience.

Today advertising has joined the entertainment 
industry, solving its credibility problem by engag-
ing or inspiring punters with paradox or surprise. 
Connecting a product with a normally unrelated 
belief system, can charge the product with those 
values.

Traditionally sex has sold chocolate. Sneaking 
in under the current credibility loss of priests, the 
humour in this image plays on the vulnerability 
of the clergyman, caught in the act of hogging 
the chocolate. A kinder twist would be that even 
a clergyman — who would be expected to share 
— cannot share chocolate as good as this.
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In the market place — a critical view

Qua
‘kwä, ‘kwã, prep [Latin, as]

Qua is Latin for “as” or “who”. It is used in phi-
losophy, criticism, and other intellectual writing 
to pick out a certain characteristic of a person or 
thing and describe it in some way. Some examples 
should clarify this definition.

Angela David, qua militant, speaks out with 
a strong, direct, and strident voice, whereas in 
private she is reserved and intellectual.
The use of qua in this sentence separates out 

Angela Davis’s militant public speaking from her 
private and intellectual life. It makes it possible to 
speak about that one public aspect of her life while 
making it clear that she is much more complex 
than is indicated by a description of her public 
self.

Here is another example of the use of qua:

He was a very fine therapist though, qua 
father, he was unable to apply his own profes-
sional insights.
This distinguishes an individual as therapist, from 

the same man as a father, and says that he cannot 
put his own professional principles into practice in 
his personal life.

The word qua makes a powerful distinction 
between someone considered from the point of 
view of one characteristic or considered as a com-
plex whole. It allows for a conscious and explicit 
simplification of character for the sake of argu-
ment. Of course, it is important to be careful that 
a use of qua does not oversimplify and distort a 
person’s character or actions.

Herbert Kohl, From Archetype to Zeitgeist, 
Little, Brown and Company, Boston, 1992

COMMON SENSE



CHRIS WHITTALL, Dean  
of Rockhampton, is 
presently attached 
to Truro Cathedral in 
Cornwall for three 
months, experiencing 
something of English 
Cathedral life.

In London recently more than 400,000 people 
marched through the streets past the Prime 
Minister’s Office at 10 Downing Street. It was 

the largest protest march ever to be organised in 
London.

The Liberty and Livelihood March brought the 
country to the town.

There is a range of grievances that the marchers 
are passionate about. Predominant among them are:
• withdrawal of services from small rural communi-

ties
• closure of shops and businesses in villages
• lack of transport options for country people
• the perceived failure of government to assist 

young people to find meaningful employment 
in rural communities

• poor commodity prices for producers
• environmental degradation of the land
• despair felt by many country people
• proportionately fewer doctors, teachers, clergy, 

police in the country
• the role of supermarkets and multinational 

companies in controlling the quality and price 
received for produce

• frustration at increasing legislative regulation, 
the decline of a valued way of life.
These issues were focused in the march by the 

vocal group which seeks to continue to hunt, 
unrestricted by legislative control, and which per-
ceives an attack on this tradition as expressing the 
symbolic divide between urban and rural people. 
Leaving this subject to one side, all the substan-
tive problems of rural England are mirrored in 
Australia, and probably worldwide.

In England the largest inroad on rural life is that 
the country is becoming the holiday area for the 
city dweller. Those seeking a change of lifestyle, or 
to be weekend commuters, are buying into rural 
villages, renovating quaint cottages, building sec-
ond homes, and in the process changing the very 
basis of the rural tie to the land. It is inaccurate to 
say, as we might in Australia, that there is a widen-
ing divide between country and regional town. In 
England the greatest concern is that the traditional 
life, which has been led for generations, is under 
threat from those who have made money in the 
city and who seek a country lifestyle without 
appreciating country traditions.

The rigid hierarchy of village life is collapsing 
under the weight of newcomers who have bought 
their way into the rural community. Rural com-
munities have real and significant concerns about 
the disappearance of a lifestyle which, at its most 
elemental, provides food for the rest of us. These 
concerns need to be recognised.

Country people struggle with drought and 
flood, poor crops, falling markets, the dislocation 
of families, lack of services, a perception that they 
are wingers. Most rural people would never live 
anywhere else nor would they voluntarily leave 
their properties for the city.

The tragedy is that it takes a massive demonstra-
tion to focus the thoughts of city people on the 
genuine worries of country people. Those who 
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have a town livelihood, whether in England or 
Australia, should rightly value the contribution 
made by our country sisters and brothers.

The dominant issue is allowing people the right 
to live, without financial concerns, in the way in 
which they choose.

During the Liberty and Livelihood March the 
actor Edward Fox was reported as saying, “The 
people who live in cities have different daily prob-
lems to people who live in the country, but what 
they share is the principles of the issue, which are 
about liberty and livelihood.”

In God’s providence we all share the earth and 
live within its bounty. Country people seek for 
city folk to have a greater understanding, tolerance, 

and recognition of their concerns. They seek some 
recognition that their fears for the future of rural 
communities are real.

Maybe because of the difficulties, there is a very 
special camaraderie amongst country people. They 
could not contemplate living anywhere else. At the 
same time they often feel overlooked and discon-
nected from the decision making processes, even in 
the Church which struggles to provide ministry in 
far flung parts of the country. Whether in England 
or Australia, city and country are neighbours. The 
rural voice of protest reminds us all that we are 
also equal partners in shaping the future of our 
country.
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by Kenneth Orr

The one-teacher primary school I 
attended was a mile and a half away, 
and much of my walk to it was over the 

paddocks of the farm. One morning, as I made 
my way across them, I came to one of the euca-
lypt trees which had been ring-barked, but not 
felled, during the clearing of land — which was 
common in farming communities. It stood there 
grey and solitary. The massive trunk was gashed 
on one side, maybe from a lightning strike, and 
gaped unevenly.

One morning as I glanced at this familiar 
signpost on my way, it changed. The grey trunk 
was subtly glowing, its whole awkward ungainli-
ness coming to life. I stood before this everyday 
object, in high excitement and wonder. Then 
the words I had read came back in a flash of 
recognition. This was what had been written of 
Presence, now manifested before my eyes. The 
light and energy, which was coming from the 
old tree, was indeed of God, showing forth his 
splendour to me.

I have no idea how long I gazed. Everyday 
awareness eventually roused me into continuing  

 
 
on towards the school — but I walked as though 
on air, exalted by the revelation, and conscious 
of it continuing with me. For the next two or 
three days the exhilaration remained. Nothing 
was said to anyone. How could I hope to make 
the adults in my life (parents and a teacher), 
or even less, my earthy peers at school, under-
stand the transformation of everyday experience 
which was within me?

Eventually the hard realities of the common-
place took over. Mother ticked me off sharply 
over some omission, and my emotional barom-
eter sank back to everyday levels.

About this time I was permitted to ride my 
bike to Sunday School, some five miles away in 
Gisborne. As at primary school, I was a diligent 
pupil. But earnest exposition of bible stories, both 
there and in the weekly religious period at school, 
seemed to be in a different world from the one 
I knew. Nor did an earnestly evangelical prepara-
tion for confirmation at fourteen years provide 
any connection with the revelation by the gnarled 
gum tree.

An Early Epiphany
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