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1  Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to inform the Commission, Government and public about the history and process of developing a Statement on Religious Diversity. This paper outlines key events and provides context and background information with the aim to clarify and create an understanding of the intentions and process behind the Statement. 

The texts of the successive versions of the Statement have been separated into boxes to highlight the progression of the form and content of the Statement over time. 
March 2007
Prepared by Vida Hollander

Policy Advisor, Race Relations, Strategic Policy Team
Human Rights Commission

2  Background

The idea of a statement on religious diversity was raised by the New Zealand multi-faith delegation to the first Asia-Pacific Dialogue on Interfaith Cooperation held in Yogyakarta, Indonesia, in December 2004. It was a response to the challenges of increased religious diversity in New Zealand in the context of regional and global conflicts involving religion. 
The Yogyakarta Dialogue was an initiative of the Australian and Indonesian Governments and was held under the aegis of ASEAN, the Association of South East Asian Nations.  The New Zealand delegation, nominated by the Government, included Dr Manuka Henare of Auckland University as delegation leader; Dr Ghazala Anwar, Canterbury University; Joris de Bres, Race Relations Commissioner; Dr Ashraf Choudhary, MP; Javed Khan, President, Federation of NZ Islamic Associations; Paul Morris, Religious Studies Professor at Victoria University; Bishop Richard Randerson; Rev Bob Scott; Rev Sylvia Tongotongo; and Rabbi Michael Weisser.

Plenary sessions and working groups dealt with key challenges facing communities in the region, national case studies on building harmonious communities, empowering the moderates, and the way forward for fostering harmony. 

Among the recommendations made by the New Zealand delegation to the Government and faith communities of  New Zealand was the establishment of networks to promote interfaith dialogue and understanding.  In considering who could do this, it was noted that the Human Rights Commission has a statutory responsibility to encourage the maintenance and development of harmonious relations between individuals and among the diverse groups in New Zealand society.  On that basis, the Commission established an interfaith network with the aim of promoting religious tolerance, improving and promoting communication between government (including local government) and faith communities, affirming the right to freedom of religion, and providing a framework for the development and maintenance of harmonious relationships within communities. 
The Yogyakarta delegation was impressed by a number of examples within the region where the state has taken an active role in affirming both religions and religious tolerance.  They were attracted to the idea of a national statement on religious tolerance such as exists in Indonesia and Singapore, and as a result, recommended that government and faith communities develop a national statement on religious tolerance, to be widely distributed in the community.  
It was envisaged that the statement would also serve as a reminder that more needs to be done to increase the inclusiveness of New Zealand society and to develop robust relationships between faiths and between them and government.

There was a further Asia-Pacific Dialogue on Interfaith Cooperation held in Cebu, Philippines in March 2006, where Prime Minister Helen Clark gave a keynote address.
  On their return, the New Zealand delegation further discussed the idea of a national statement on religious tolerance with the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Prime Minister, who both expressed their general support for the project.  
Professor Paul Morris of the Victoria University Religious Studies Programme undertook to develop a Draft Statement as a contribution to the New Zealand Diversity Action Programme.  He presented the first draft of the Statement, consisting of ten Draft Principles, in August 2006 at the Interfaith Forum in Wellington.  The Interfaith Forum was a strand of the New Zealand Diversity forum on National Identity, Cultural Diversity and Harmonious Relations.
  Central and local government and faith community representatives at the forum welcomed the proposal as a starting point for further consultation with communities.  
The rationale behind the proposed Statement on Religious Diversity was the need to acknowledge the fact of New Zealand’s increasing and unprecedented religious diversity and its implications in developing ways of living together peacefully with New Zealanders’ religious and cultural differences. The Statement affirms the right of New Zealanders to express, practice and promote their religious traditions within the framework of New Zealand law and to acknowledge that the same rights are afforded to other New Zealanders.  This also extends to the right to have no religion.

Draft Principles of Religious diversity, 

Presented at interfaith forum in august 2006

1 New Zealand is a country of many faiths and our increasing religious diversity is a significant dimension of our public life. Forging our national identity amid diversity each of us should recognise our integral part in our inclusive and diverse society. We acknowledge the significance of the Treaty of Waitangi and Tangata Whenua for our nation and the role that Christianity has played, and plays, in our national life.

2 Having no established or official religion, New Zealand is, in this sense, a secular state. The State is committed to dealing with all religions with equal recognition and respect.

3 All New Zealand religious communities have a right to safety and security. 

4 Government and faith groups need to build and sustain good relationships with and between faith groups within the framework of democratic processes, the rule of law, and human rights legislation. These relationships are indispensable for peace, stability, and resolution of conflicts and will allow for collaborative working together.

5 New Zealand is a signatory to international conventions that safeguard the freedom of religious belief and expression, at the individual and communal levels, and the rights of not being discriminated against on religious grounds. New Zealand legislation also affirms these rights. (UDHR, Article 18; The Elimination of all Forms of Religious Intolerance 1995, New Zealand Human Rights Act, New Zealand Bill of Rights Act). The State is thus obliged to respect religious freedom and religious dissent. 
6 The State and the religious communities have the responsibility to extend this right the freedom of religion to all others, including the recognition of diversity within faiths, and to include the right not to subscribe to any religion. New Zealanders, secular and religious, united by the desire for a stable and peaceful future need to develop a shared a commitment to respect the faith and beliefs of their fellow citizens.

7 The reality of our religious diversity is that people differ, sometimes, dramatically, in their beliefs about the world and the values they hold dear. Debate and disagreement are an inevitability. It is essential that such public debates and differences be conducted without violence, within the law and in an environment of mutual respect. This environment needs to be developed and fostered.

8 The differences branches of government (police, internal affairs, health, and so on) at national and local levels need to develop religious diversity policies. (Good examples underway Coroners Act, Police, Internal Affairs funerary rites and of course the Office of Ethnic Affairs).

9 The principal avenue for successfully achieving these aims is education at the school and public levels. Diversity education will promote awareness and sensitivity, mutual reference, friendship and develop a sense of inclusive community and solidarity. Reasonable steps must be taken to accommodate students’ different beliefs and practices, dress codes and the wearing and use of religious symbols. The teaching about religion in schools must be non-denominational and conform to the current educational standards. Education and the dispelling of ignorance is a powerful antidote to litigation and contention. 

10
Religious diversity needs to be recognised in the workplace where the increasing diversity of workforce can be a challenge for New Zealand employers. For example, Muslims require a suitable place to pray up to five times daily. There are dietary issues and different festival calendars. ‘Religion in the workplace’, including meditation sessions, yoga, prayer, and discussion, must be conducted acknowledging religious diversity.  Both public and private employers must reasonably accommodate religious requests as part of being a ‘good employer’, and, of course, the right not to have a religion must equally be respected. There must also be non-discrimination in hiring, mission statements and policies need to acknowledge diversity, creating inclusive work environments, training for staff, and accommodation for prayers, clothing, alternatives to alcohol at functions, and so on.
4  Reference Group Established
Following the August Interfaith Forum, Professor Paul Morris and Race Relations Commissioner Joris de Bres convened a Reference Group of faith community and human rights representatives at Victoria University in October, 2006.  The purpose of the Reference Group was to further discuss the proposal.  
Members of the Reference Group included Bishop Richard Randerson, Dean of Auckland Anglican Cathedral; Joris de Bres, Race Relations Commissioner; Paul Morris, Professor of Religious Studies, Victoria University of Wellington; Pushpa Wood, Wellington Interfaith Council; Catholic Archbishop John Dew; Rohan Jaduram, Human Rights Commission; Reihana Ali, Federation of Islamic Associations; Bev Watson, Baha’i; Glyn Carpenter, Vision Network New Zealand; and Jenny Te Paa, St. Johns Theological College.
The initial Draft Principles on Religious Diversity were then refined into an introduction and eight statements.  This constituted the Draft Statement on Religious Diversity.
Draft Statement on Religious Diversity, 
October 2006

New Zealand is a country of many faiths, and increasing religious diversity is a significant feature of public life.

At the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840, Governor Hobson affirmed, in response to a question from Catholic Bishop Pompallier, that “the several faiths (beliefs) of England, of the Wesleyans, of Rome, and also Maori custom shall alike be protected”.  The State has recognised a diversity of beliefs in New Zealand ever since. 

Christianity has played a formative role in the development of New Zealand in terms of the nation’s identity, culture, beliefs, institutions and values.  It continues to be an integral part of New Zealand’s culture and heritage.

New settlers have always been religiously diverse, but only recently have the numbers of some of their faith communities grown significantly as a result of migration from Asia, Africa and the Middle East.  These communities also have a positive role to play in our society. In this context a reaffirmation of our national commitment to religious diversity is important.

International treaties including the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights uphold the right to freedom of religion and belief - the right to hold a belief, the right to change one’s religion or belief, the right to express one’s religion or belief, and the right not to hold a belief. 

The following guidelines provide a framework for the recognition of New Zealand’s diverse faith communities and their harmonious interaction with each other, with government and with other groups in society:

1. The State and Religion

New Zealand has no state religion.  The State treats all faith communities and those who profess no religion equally before the law.

2. The Right to Religion

New Zealand upholds the right to freedom of religion and belief and the right to freedom from discrimination on the grounds of religious or ethical belief. 

3. The Right to Safety

Faith communities have a right to safety and security.

4. The Right of Freedom of Expression

The right to freedom of expression and freedom of the press are vital for democracy, but shall be exercised with responsibility and in an informed manner.  

5.  Recognition and Accommodation

Reasonable steps shall be taken in educational and work environments and in the delivery of public services to recognise and accommodate different religious beliefs and practices.

6. Education

Schools shall teach an understanding of the diversity of religious and spiritual traditions in an impartial manner.

7. Religious Differences

Debate and disagreement about religious beliefs within faith communities and beyond is inevitable, but shall be exercised within the rule of law and without resort to violence. 

8. Cooperation and understanding

Government and faith communities shall seek to build and maintain positive relationships with each other, and promote tolerance and understanding in the community.
6  Public Consultation

The Statement was released for public consultation in mid October 2006 with a closing date for comment of 15 December 2006.  The Race Relations Commissioner invited city and district councils to take a lead role in discussion at the community level on the basis that local government has an important role to play in fostering intercultural understanding in local communities.  Mayors were asked if they were willing to organise local forums to discuss the statement and invite public comment.  
Some councils declined to organise interfaith forums for a number of reasons.  Many of these councils replied that they did not have adequate resources or time, while some maintained that the issue did not apply to their specific community.  A number of councils said that the issue had already been addressed by local faith and community groups.  One council said that an interfaith forum might highlight differences rather than foster harmony between groups, and another declined because they felt an interfaith forum fell outside their role as a non partisan organisation.  

In the event, interfaith forums were organised by Local Government in Auckland, Stratford and New Plymouth, Wellington, Porirua, Levin, and Dunedin, with a total of 210 participants at the forums.  Interfaith Councils including the Nelson Multi-Ethnic Council, the Council of Christians and Muslims Wellington, and Waikato Interfaith Council also organised meetings.  The Commission received feedback from groups such as the National Council of Women of New Zealand, NZ Post Primary Teachers’ Association, the NZ School Trustees Association, and UNESCO. Other group submissions were from Christian, Jewish, Muslim, Rationalist/Humanist, Sikh and Baha’i groups.  In total, the Commission received 42 group submissions and 56 individual submissions.

7  Prime Minister’s Comments spark debate
The Statement aroused further public interest when Prime Minister Helen Clark made comment on the National Statement on Religious Diversity in December 2006.  Under the heading Clark Calls for Action to Combat Extremism, the New Zealand Herald reported that the Prime Minister generally supported the Statement as a means to help New Zealand maintain some autonomy in light of current racial tensions overseas.
  

…Asked why New Zealand needed a statement on religious diversity, the Prime Minister said: "There is a capacity for tensions generated offshore ... to be reflected back into one's own country if one isn't proactive about promoting inclusion and acceptance across faiths.  The issue is how to start out on the right foot recognising that many in the minority faith communities are relatively recent migrants. It is particularly important that they and their children and their grandchildren feel very positive about New Zealand"…
New Zealand Herald Editorial
Following the publicity given to the Prime Minister’s comments, the New Zealand Herald published an editorial on the Statement in December 2006 entitled Respect a good place to start.  It discussed the intent behind the statement, commented on the Government’s role in recognising religious diversity in New Zealand, and questioned the effect the Statement might have on immigrant communities.

Bishop Richard Randerson’s comments
The Prime Minister’s statements and the above editorial were followed by a column in the NZ Herald in January 2007, titled Common Ground Where Faiths Meet, by Bishop Richard Randerson.  He stated his support for the Statement on the basis that New Zealanders hold a vast range of beliefs, and said that the Statement is essential in developing ways for New Zealanders to live together harmoniously with our cultural and religious differences.

…The proposed diversity statement seeks to affirm the rights of all New Zealanders to hold such religious, philosophical or humanist world-views which are theirs by conviction, to hold them without threat or attack, and to hold them in a way that does not threaten or attack the rights of others…
Editorial in the New Zealand Listener
In January 2007, the New Zealand Listener also published an editorial under the heading Time to Talk.  It was sceptical of the Statement, but did express that dialogue about interfaith issues and diversity is necessary in New Zealand.

…Any notion…that a national statement on religious diversity will in itself be a bulwark against extremism should be treated with great scepticism… This is a matter that all New Zealand should be talking about, and without fear of being accused of racism for daring to suggest, for example, that certain cultural practices might not be welcome here. It is a debate we need to have and, at best, national statements are a focal point for those conversations. We have to be unafraid also to talk about immigration as part of the same debate. And we need to talk about it before the types of problems that have arisen overseas also occur here, when inevitably the language becomes personal and inflammatory…
8  revised Statement Developed, February 2007
The Reference Group met again in February to evaluate submissions and advise on the progress of the Statement.  They made a number of changes to the Statement based on suggestions the Reference Group received during the public consultation process.
revised Statement on Religious Diversity
New Zealand is a country of many faiths with a significant minority that professes no religion. An increasing religious diversity is a significant feature of public life.

At the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840, Governor Hobson affirmed, in response to a question from Catholic Bishop Pompallier, “the several faiths (beliefs) of England, of the Wesleyans, of Rome, and also Maori custom shall alike be protected”.  This foundation creates the opportunity to reaffirm an acknowledgement of the diversity of beliefs in New Zealand. 
Christianity has played and continues to play a formative role in the development of New Zealand in terms of the nation’s identity, culture, beliefs, institutions and values.
New settlers have always been religiously diverse, but only recently have the numbers of some of their faith communities grown significantly as a result of migration from Asia, Africa and the Middle East.  These communities have a positive role to play in our society.  It is in this context that we recognise the right to religion and the responsibilities of religious communities.
International treaties including the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights uphold the right to freedom of religion and belief - the right to hold a belief; the right to change one’s religion or belief; the right to express one’s religion or belief; and the right not to hold a belief. These rights are reflected in the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act and Human Rights Act.
The following statement provides a framework for the recognition of New Zealand’s diverse faith communities and their harmonious interaction with each other, with government and with other groups in society:
1. The State and Religion

The State seeks to treat all faith communities and those who profess no religion equally before the law. New Zealand has no official or established religion.
2. The Right to Religion

New Zealand upholds the right to freedom of religion and belief and the right to freedom from discrimination on the grounds of religious or other belief. 
3. The Right to Safety

Faith communities and their members have a right to safety and security.
4. The Right of Freedom of Expression

The right to freedom of expression and freedom of the media are vital for democracy, but should be exercised with responsibility.  
5. Recognition and Accommodation

Reasonable steps should be taken in educational and work environments and in the delivery of public services to recognise and accommodate diverse religious beliefs and practices.

6. Education

Schools should teach an understanding of different religious and spiritual traditions in a manner that reflects the diversity of our national community.
7. Religious Differences

Debate and disagreement about religious beliefs within and between faith communities and beyond will occur.  These must be exercised within the rule of law and without resort to violence. 
8. Cooperation and understanding
Government and faith communities have a responsibility to build and maintain positive relationships with each other, and to promote mutual respect and understanding.
9  Press release issued 
After the Second Draft Statement was complete, a press release was issued as follows.
Religious Diversity Statement Sparks Debate
Public consultation on a draft national statement on religious diversity has attracted strong views from both religious and non-religious groups, says Victoria University Religious Studies Professor Paul Morris.

Professor Morris, who is the author of the draft statement, will present an analysis of the submissions and an amended statement to a national interfaith forum in Hamilton on Monday.  

The public consultation process has been conducted by the Race Relations Commissioner and the Human Rights Commission, and has involved city councils, interfaith councils and individual faith and community groups across New Zealand.

Professor Morris said the response had been excellent, with a high level of debate about some of the issues raised by the statement. “The process has been a great success, and has been as important as the statement itself.  It has got people talking and brought a wide array of views out into the open.”

There have been submissions from interfaith meetings and groups, from the Exclusive Brethren, the Destiny Church, Catholic Bishops, the evangelical Vision Network, Rationalists, Humanists, Hindus, Buddhists, Muslims, Baha’is, Jews, Sikhs, Quakers and many others, both collectively and individually, he said.  

 “The range of views on issues is very broad, and many are held passionately. There are both stridently religious and anti-religious views, but there is also widespread support for the principles of tolerance and recognition and that there are many New Zealanders who profess a faith and many who do not.”
Key issues included the separation of church and state, the particular place of Christianity in New Zealand history and contemporary society, proselytisation, education about religions in schools, accommodation of religious belief and practices in workplaces, and freedom of the media.  Rationalists and humanists have raised the issue of the more than one million New Zealanders who profess no religion.  

Professor Morris said that the statement was important because of the new context for religions in New Zealand, including the increased religious diversity revealed by the 2006 census, cases of religious harassment, the reality of belief and non-belief and the global context of religious and political conflict.

Race Relations Commissioner, Joris de Bres said the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Human Rights Act and the Bill of Rights Act all recognise  freedom of religion and belief as well as the other rights affirmed in the statement, and it was interesting therefore that some of the statements were so strongly contested.

 “A human rights framework can help to mediate such differences because it simply asks people to accord to others the same rights as they themselves seek and enjoy”,  Mr de Bres said.
10  Interfaith Forum in Hamilton, February 2007
Paul Morris presented the Second Draft Statement at the fourth National Interfaith forum at the Waikato University in Hamilton on February 19, 2007.  The presentation included explanations of the eight statements and outlined the changes that the Reference Group had made to the Draft Statement.
  After a full discussion, the Interfaith Forum resolved as follows:
This Fourth National Interfaith Forum, at Waikato University on February 19th 2007,

1. Expresses its appreciation of the work done on the National Statement on Religious Diversity, and all the people who have engaged with it;

2. Endorses the Revised Statement as presented and discussed at this meeting, as the basis for further dialogue; and

3. Urges communities to engage with the Statement as a means of promoting further dialogue and understanding. 
11  further media coverage in the NZ Herald

There was an outburst of articles and editorials published in the New Zealand Herald around the time of the Interfaith Forum in Hamilton, exemplifying the passionate dialogue that the Statement has provoked.  Among the headings in the Herald, these four show a wide range of views expressed by New Zealanders in the debate sparked by the Statement: Denying State Religion Like Treason; Non-Christians looking for More than Tolerance; Zealots Block Road to Religious Diversity; and Spirit of Tolerance is the Heritage.
 
Statement on Religious Diversity, march 2007

New Zealand is a country of many faiths with a significant minority who profess no religion.  Increasing religious diversity is a significant feature of public life.

At the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840, Governor Hobson affirmed, in response to a question from Catholic Bishop Pompallier, “the several faiths (beliefs) of England, of the Wesleyans, of Rome, and also Maori custom shall alike be protected”.  This foundation creates the opportunity to reaffirm an acknowledgement of the diversity of beliefs in New Zealand. 
Christianity has played and continues to play a formative role in the development of New Zealand in terms of the nation’s identity, culture, beliefs, institutions and values.

New settlers have always been religiously diverse, but only recently have the numbers of some of their faith communities grown significantly as a result of migration from Asia, Africa and the Middle East.  These communities have a positive role to play in our society.  It is in this context that we recognise the right to religion and the responsibilities of religious communities.
International treaties including the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights uphold the right to freedom of religion and belief - the right to hold a belief; the right to change one’s religion or belief; the right to express one’s religion or belief; and the right not to hold a belief. These rights are reflected in the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act and Human Rights Act.  The right to religion entails affording this right to others and not infringing their human rights. 
The following statement provides a framework for the recognition of New Zealand’s diverse faith communities and their harmonious interaction with each other, with government and with other groups in society:

1. The State and Religion

The State seeks to treat all faith communities and those who profess no religion equally before the law. New Zealand has no official or established religion.

2. The Right to Religion

New Zealand upholds the right to freedom of religion and belief and the right to freedom from discrimination on the grounds of religious or other belief. 

3. The Right to Safety

Faith communities and their members have a right to safety and security.

4. The Right of Freedom of Expression

The right to freedom of expression and freedom of the media are vital for democracy but should be exercised with responsibility.  

5. Recognition and Accommodation

Reasonable steps should be taken in educational and work environments and in the delivery of public services to recognise and accommodate diverse religious beliefs and practices.


6. Education

Schools should teach an understanding of different religious and spiritual traditions in a manner that reflects the diversity of their national and local community.
7. Religious Differences

Debate and disagreement about religious beliefs will occur but must be exercised within the rule of law and without resort to violence. 

8. Cooperation and understanding

Government and faith communities have a responsibility to build and maintain positive relationships with each other, and to promote mutual respect and understanding.

13  PROGRESS TO DATE AND INTENDED DIRECTION
The current version of the Statement on Religious Diversity was completed in February 2007, taking into account comments made at the Interfaith Forum and by others subsequently.  
The Human Rights Commission will be publishing a small booklet containing the Statement and some accompanying background and commentary to reflect the discussions that have taken place.  The New Zealand National Commission for UNESCO has kindly offered to pay for 10,000 of the booklets to be printed, which will be distributed nationally throughout New Zealand in May and will also be provided to delegates to the Alliance of Civilisations Symposium and the Waitangi Regional Interfaith Dialogue.  
It is hoped that the booklet will be a basis for ongoing discussion and dialogue around issues of religious diversity in New Zealand.

Please visit our website at www.hrc.co.nz/diversity and click on National Statement on Religious Diversity on the left for further information and updates on the Statement.  

Appendix 1
Asia Pacific Dialogue on Interfaith Cooperation,

Yogyakarta, Indonesia, 6-7 December 2004

1  Introduction

1.1 The Dialogue on Interfaith Cooperation held in Yogyakarta in December 2004 was an initiative of the Australian and Indonesian Governments and was held under the aegis of ASEAN, the Association of South East Asian Nations.

1.2  Inter-faith delegations brought together by governments attended from Aotearoa-New Zealand, Australia, Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Myanmar, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Timor Leste, and Vietnam. Malaysia was represented by one observer from their embassy in Jakarta.

1.3  The Aoteroa-New Zealand delegation comprised Dr Manuka Henare (delegation leader), Dr Ghazala Anwar, Joris de Bres, Dr Ashraf Choudhary, Javed Khan, Professor Paul Morris, Bishop Richard Randerson, Rev Bob Scott, Rev Sylvia Tongotongo, and Rabbi Michael Weisser.

1.4  The forum opened with addresses by the President of Indonesia, Dr Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, the Australian Foreign Minister Alexander Downer, Indonesian Foreign Minister, Dr N Hassan Wirajuda, and Professor Syafii Ma’arif, the Chairman of Muhammadiyah.

1.5  Plenary sessions and working groups dealt with key challenges facing communities in the region, national case studies on building harmonious communities, empowering the moderates, and the way forward for fostering harmony.
1.6  The Aotearoa-New Zealand delegation thanks the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Hon Phil Goff, and officials of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade for assembling and supporting the group at short notice and providing us with the opportunity to work together in a Government-sponsored religious forum in the region. We are also grateful for the support and guidance of the New Zealand ambassador to Indonesia, H.E. Chris Elder, who attended the forum as an observer and sat with us.

2  Overall Impressions

2.1  We soon recognised the uniqueness of the dialogue forum – perhaps the first time governments in the region have initiated interfaith discussions, appropriately focussed on matters of security which affect all countries. It was a reminder of how important intra-regional cooperation is at all levels – startlingly demonstrated in the regional response to the Boxing Day Tsunami disaster. We believe the success of the dialogue forum marks another important step in strengthening regional interdependence and cooperation.

2.2  The main focus of the forum was security in the region and the promotion of inter-faith activities as a means of strengthening solidarity against increasing terrorism. That is the current presenting problem. But the forum quickly demonstrated that, for this to be accomplished, there needs to be awareness-raising at many levels of society, not just about security. Hence this report moves beyond that presenting problem to the wide range of potential areas of activity which could have the final result of achieving the solidarity we look for.

2.3  There have been, and continue to be, interfaith encounters in Aotearoa-New Zealand, even though many of them are one-off, bilateral or local in nature and do not take place within an explicit national framework for conducting or encouraging interfaith cooperation and dialogue.  But for some of the participants from other ASEAN countries at  the forum it was a ground breaking experience. We were compelled by the significance of that fact. ASEAN, particularly the governments of Indonesia and Australia, are to be congratulated. 

2.4  It was a memorable experience to be with faith leaders from Muslim, Jewish and Christian communities in Aotearoa-New Zealand. That experience has convinced us that future groups should be expanded to include representatives from other faith communities, such as Buddhist, Hindu, Sikh and Baha’i.

2.5  While there is a degree of interfaith dialogue and cooperation within Aotearoa-New Zealand, we were challenged by the context of this forum. It focused, not just on the relationship between faith communities in the region, but also between governments and national and regional faith communities.  This led the forum to reflect on the absence of any such national or regional framework; and the important contribution a relationship between faith communities and governments at the national and regional level could make to peace, security, human rights and social justice.  There is good cause for governments, nationally and regionally, to confer with faith communities in the same way they do, for example, with business, environmental, scientific, educational or human rights institutions. We see it as part of the overall process of developing an inclusive society.

2.6  The region has a diversity of religions, including all the world’s major religions. The role of religion in the region is very important.  The region provides examples of both community conflicts in which religion is a factor, and of successful religious tolerance and pluralism.  We agree that religious dialogue between the major religions of Islam, Buddhism, Hinduism and Christianity and smaller and Indigenous religions is a vital ingredient in achieving regional peace and security.  These religions have their own regional characteristics which to some extent can contribute a distinctive perspective to the global interaction between religions.

2.7 While there are established bilateral and international vehicles for contact, exchange of people, resources and ideas in aid, education, trade, development, immigration processes we believe there is no parallel framework for interfaith relations and cooperation. It was clear to us at the forum that such a vehicle could play an essential and unique role in bridging the knowledge gaps between different faith communities with the hope of lessening tensions where they exist.  

2.8  We developed a close relationship with the Papua-New Guinea delegation, with whom we shared a Pacific perspective, and we were successful in suggesting the greater inclusion of Pacific nations in any follow-up activities.  We also saw the relationship with Indonesia, with its plurality of religions, as a key one for Aotearoa-New Zealand, perhaps as a point of reference on interfaith-government relationships. We believe the government should maintain close contact with the Australian government on these issues and that faith communities in this country should initiate or strengthen ties with their counterparts in Australia.

3 Issues for discussion.
3.1 Recognising the changing face of our community
It is obvious that the face of our national community is changing. We have moved from a time when it was normal for community development to be dominated by Pakeha, monocultural assumptions. We now acknowledge that we are a country of many cultures. We are also a country of many faiths. At a time when more than 60% of the population admits to a religious affiliation this is a significant factor.

This being so, it is important to affirm all faiths, not merely a tolerance of them or a defence of the predominance of the Christian faith. To affirm this we believe that significant religious festivals could be appropriately acknowledged or observed, in parliament, in local body forums, government departments and community forums and at national events. We are speaking about a culture of affirmation of faiths rather than denial of faiths, or marginalising faiths other than Christian. 

 Especially we want to put emphasis on the need for awareness-raising in schools about the history and issues affecting faith communities. This is a key ground for promoting wider community awareness and goodwill.

We believe it is important for Government, through its Ministries of Ethnic Affairs, Education, and Social Development, as well as Local Government,  to initiate encounters, not only within the framework of multicultural exchanges, but also of faith communities. This should include encounters at three different levels:

· between leaders of faith communities

· within the general community

· in schools and tertiary level institutions.

In his opening address to the forum the President of the Republic of Indonesia stressed that the solution was not to deny the reality of our differences, but to affirm a deeper, greater and more important reality, that of our common humanity. This was again dramatically demonstrated in the response to the Tsunami disaster.

3.2 The role of the state

New Zealand is a secular state, but this does not mean that the state should have nothing to do with religion.  We were impressed by a number of examples within the region where the state takes an active role in affirming both religions and religious tolerance, and we were attracted to the idea of a statement on religious tolerance such as exists in Indonesia and Singapore.  

We believe that faith communities have a great deal to contribute, alongside other civil society organisations, to the development of both domestic and foreign policy, and that a mechanism for interfaith-government consultation across the full range of government policy would be beneficial and appropriate.

This might be especially helpful at times of tension or conflict within the area. Of course government depends on advice from embassy and departmental officers. We believe leaders of faith communities also have the capacity to interpret those tensions and conflicts.

With their international connections as members of global faith communities, the faith communities in Aotearoa-New Zealand have a valuable contribution to make alongside government in its efforts to achieve regional peace, security, human rights and development and the expansion of trade. Building ties within the region, including on an inter-faith level, fosters confidence between peoples which, in turn, provides a framework for growth in trade.

3.3 National interfaith dialogue and cooperation

Faith communities themselves have a responsibility to engage in interfaith dialogue and cooperation.  We believe that this requires a non-bureaucratic national framework in which such dialogue can be fostered and encouraged, and through which a meeting point can be established between government and faith communities nationally and regionally.

We are not immune to instances of religious intolerance in New Zealand.  In 2004 we witnessed the desecration of Jewish cemeteries in Wellington, assaults on Muslim youth and hate mail to Muslim families.   The New Zealand Diversity Action Programme was adopted by a citizens’ forum at Parliament in August in response to such incidents.  One of its ten steps is to promote dialogue between people of different views, cultures and faiths.  Religious institutions were identified as one of the ten key players, with the particular role of fostering interfaith dialogue and understanding and promoting the values of tolerance, equality and cultural diversity. It is not inappropriate for government to challenge faith communities on this role. 

3.4  Regional interfaith dialogue and cooperation

The Yogyakarta forum strongly endorsed the continuation of regional interfaith dialogue and engagement between faith communities and ASEAN/Pacific governments collectively. There is no doubt that it is at the regional level that faith communities have a particular contribution to make towards peace, security, human rights and social justice. 

At the conclusion of the forum the Indonesia and Australia governments made a joint announcement about the establishment of a “Centre for Study and Cooperation” within a few months in Yogyakarta. This was discussed within the forum itself, which supported the proposal only as a part of an overall plan to, at the same time, promoting such study and cooperation at the national level. 

3.5 Advancing the outcomes of the Yogyakarta Forum

Members of the delegation have remained in contact with each other and with a number of other regional delegates since the Forum and have expressed a collective commitment to assist in implementing the outcomes of the Forum. They have written articles or been interviewed by various media, and a number of the delegation members will be attending the National Interfaith Forum in February in Auckland, to discuss this report. Delegation members are willing to continue to play a role in engaging both government and faith communities with a view to ensuring the outcomes of the forum are advanced within Aotearoa-New Zealand and the region. 

4 Recommendations

We hope that the issues raised above will be considered by both the Government and the faith communities of Aotearoa-New Zealand.  Our recommendations are:

Regional:

4.1 That the government support the continuation of the regional interfaith dialogue and cooperation process initiated at Yogyakarta and explore an appropriate mechanism for a relationship between a regional interfaith structure and ASEAN to support regional peace, security, human rights and social justice.

4.2 That the government support the inclusion of Pacific nations in this regional initiative. 

4.3 That the government, in considering the composition of an Aotearoa-New Zealand delegation to any future regional interfaith dialogue, include representatives of all the major faith communities, as well as academic and community specialists in religious and interfaith affairs.
Aotearoa-New Zealand 

4.4 That faith communities establish a non-bureaucratic framework to promote and facilitate interfaith dialogue and cooperation, and to function as a point of engagement with government domestically and with the regional interfaith dialogue and regional government engagement process. 

4.5 That the government facilitates a structure for engagement between the interfaith community in Aotearoa New Zealand and government agencies, including both foreign affairs and domestic agencies, with a view to fostering cooperation between faith communities and government in the achievement of peace, security, human rights and social justice.

4.6 That government allocate responsibility for fostering interfaith dialogue and consultation to appropriate Ministers and government departments. In this context consideration should be given to an ongoing role for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade in relation to the regional process, and for the Office of Ethnic Affairs in relation to the national process.

4.7 That the government authorise the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, together with the Office of Ethnic Affairs, to establish an interim Ministerial Advisory Committee, comprising members of the Yogyakarta delegation to advance the outcomes of the Yogyakarta forum, pending the development of more permanent structures or processes.

4.8 That government and faith communities develop a national statement on religious tolerance, to be widely distributed in the community and a programme of activities to promote interfaith dialogue and understanding.

4.9 That resources be sought for research to develop a directory of existing interfaith activities and developments in Aotearoa-New Zealand.
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Asia Pacific Dialogue on Interfaith Cooperation: Peace, Development and Human Dignity. Cebu, Philippines, 14-16 March 2006 

Report of the New Zealand Delegation 
1  Introduction 

Faith community representatives from 15 South East Asian and Pacific nations met in Cebu, the Philippines, from 14-16 March 2006, to discuss interfaith cooperation for peace, development and human dignity. The meeting continued a process of regional interfaith dialogue that began with the first interfaith cooperation meeting in Yogyakarta, Indonesia, in December 2004. 

The Dialogue was sponsored by the governments of Australia, Indonesia, New Zealand and the Philippines. At the recommendation of New Zealand, Fiji was added to the previously participating nations. The Fijian delegation expressed its strong appreciation for their inclusion, and emphasised the positive potential of interfaith cooperation both within Fiji and between Fiji and New Zealand. 
New Zealand’s commitment to the process was further demonstrated by the attendance of the New Zealand Prime Minister, Rt Hon Helen Clark, at the opening of the dialogue on March 14. Her opening address (attached as an appendix to this report) was extremely well received by participants. She offered New Zealand as the venue for the next regional Dialogue. A country report (also attached) was presented, outlining initiatives taken in New Zealand following the Yogyakarta Dialogue. 
New Zealand was invited to lead and resource one of the four workshops at the conference, on the topic of the role of the media in promoting interfaith cooperation. The delegation presented a background paper (attached as an appendix) and a case study on the Danish cartoons (also attached), and provided the workshop chair, co-chair, and documenter. The workshop proceeded in a number of sessions over two days. Other delegation members attended and contributed to the parallel workshops on: 

• interfaith cooperation for regional peace and security ( also co-chaired by New Zealand) 

• human dignity, development and interfaith cooperation, and 

• the role of education in promoting interfaith cooperation. 

New Zealand was represented on the organising committee through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, and on the drafting committee for the declaration at the conclusion of the conference. The New Zealand delegation also initiated and convened very successful informal regional “intra-faith” meetings of Christian, Hindu, Jewish and Muslim participants, and a meeting of Pacific region delegates (Australia, Fiji, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea and Timor L’Este. Bilateral discussions were also arranged with delegations from most other participating countries. 

2  The Cebu Declaration 
The Dialogue concluded with the adoption of the Cebu Declaration on Regional Interfaith Cooperation for Peace, Development and Human Dignity. The Declaration was largely based on the key outcomes of the four workshops and from statements made at the opening session of the conference. 
Apart from general statements in relation to peace and security, human dignity and development, education and the media, the Declaration identified a number of follow-up actions. Of particular relevance to New Zealand (with proposed practical actions) were: 

1. The holding of further local, national and regional interfaith forums. 

It is proposed that New Zealand will continue to develop the Aotearoa New Zealand Interfaith Network established after Yogyakarta, continue to promote practical interfaith projects through the New Zealand Diversity Action Programme (particularly those involving youth and women), and hold interfaith forums in August 2006 (in association with the New Zealand Diversity Forum), and early 2007 (National Interfaith Forum). The delegation also supported the proposal to establish a multi-party interfaith group of Members of Parliament to promote interfaith dialogue and events. 
2. The inclusion of values-based education and interfaith and intercultural understanding in educational curricula and charters. 

It is proposed that New Zealand follow up on the discussions at the recent National Interfaith Forum, and that the government seek a report on current and proposed initiatives by the Ministry of Education on the subject. 
3. Dialogue with the media. 

It is proposed that the process of dialogue continue between the media and faith community representatives, facilitated by the Human Rights Commission, as agreed at the meeting of media executives and faith community leaders following the Danish cartoon controversy (see agreement in attached case study). This will address the key recommendations in the declaration concerning training, codes of conduct and standards, and ongoing dialogue, as well as other recommendations in the workshop report. 
4. Promotion of pluralism, multiculturalism, peace education and interfaith understanding, cooperation and solidarity within faith communities. It is proposed that leaders of all major faith communities are provided with copies of this report and invited to disseminate and discuss it within their own communities. 
5. Holding of the next regional dialogue in New Zealand. 

It is proposed that in preparation for the next regional dialogue in New Zealand in 2007 a modest website and electronic mailing list be established to bring together relevant news and information for faith communities, and that an appropriate non-government organisation be approached to consider hosting such a site. 

Source: School of Theology Postgraduate Newsletter No.22 March 2006
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New Zealand Diversity Forum, 21 August 2006
Paul Morris

1  Introduction to the Statement on Religious Diversity

At the very first session of the New Zealand parliament in 1854, the House of Representatives debated the motion by one Mr MacAndrew that this ‘first embodiment of New Zealand identity’ be ‘consecrated’ and by a local clergyman. While the consecration, making sacred, marking off, had considerable support it was noted that as the Constitution of the House raised ‘no hindrance’ to members being ‘of the Hebrew faith’ or even ‘Unitarians’ and that it would be a ‘monstrous mockery’ to have a member of the Church of England lead the prayers. Mr Gibbon Wakefield was deeply angered and insisted that for the sake of decency’ New Zealand should take its place among the ‘Christian countries of the earth’ by having clergy-led prayers. The final resolution passed was, ‘The House distinctly asserts the privilege of a perfect political equality in all religious denominations’ and that the ‘faith of members does not confer or admit any pre-eminence’ to the church or group ‘to which he may belong’. A year later the House refused to pay Church of England Bishop Selwyn’s salary! (NZDP, First Parliament, 1854-55, Wellington, 1855, pp.4-6, House of Representatives, 26 May 1854)

There are a number of things to note here for our purposes today. First, the admission of non-Christians predated the House of Commons by four years, acknowledging the religious diversity in the colony. Secondly, the House was to open with prayers but not those of any one church or denomination. Finally, and most significantly, there was to be no established church in New Zealand, the religious adherence of its members was a private affair, and all faiths would be recognised as equal. This particular model of New Zealand public secularity has characterised parliament and New Zealand public life in general for the last 152 years. 

Secularism was historically the result of clashes between secular and religious authority, finally won by secular power and imposed on the churches. This process led to the reduction of the public and institutional significance of the churches.

We are clear about our version of secularism the separation of state and religion but less clear on the role and place or religion in our society. 

2  Rationale 

An appreciation of the values of religious diversity- this entails getting to know our different neighbours or fellow New Zealand citizens and their families who are religiously and culturally different from us. Education in religious diversity is an investment in our futures together. The implications of the fact of our increasing religious diversity have to be considered. 

The statement is to affirm the values and experience of New Zealanders that have created and maintained positive religious diversity and relationships between faiths and between faith groups and government. We already have a strong foundation and a history of stability to build on. Our concern is not with religious tolerance for religious belief – this is the language of religions entirely privatised and such tolerance too often is based on an uncritical relativism, uncritical because nothing of substance rides on it, or worse an indifference or disdain towards religions. Nor is the focus exclusively on non-discrimination. Our concerns are positive rather than negative and the emphasis is on religious freedom, the freedom of groups to practice their religions within the existing frameworks of New Zealand law, in particular the Human Rights Act and the Bill of Rights Act. The statement is also a reminder that more needs to be done to increase inclusivity and develop robust relationships between faiths and between them and government.

3  Consultation 

The value of the Statement will be based on the extent of consultation. Archbishop Brian Tamaki announced on Radio NZ last week that he has not been consulted – no one has yet – but he will be included as will as many faith groups and government agencies as is feasible within the time frame. 
4  Working Group

It is proposed that a Working Group be established to undertake the consultative process by listing .the major faith groups in New Zealand – churches and representatives of church groups other faiths and so on. One member of the group might have responsibility for smaller faith groups. The group would develop a draft statement (perhaps with different language versions)_to be discussed with interfaith groups, each major religious group and within these faiths groups at the grass-roots level. It is important that the consultation process be located in a specific ministry. We hope this will be the Ministry of Social Development. 
5  Timetable

The Working Group will report to the National Interfaith Forum in Hamilton in February 2007 and a revised Statement will be re-circulated to religious groups and others for an agreed Statement to be presented to the Regional Interfaith Forum later next year.
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Winnie Laban
Talofa lava [Samoa].  Malo e lelei [Tonga]. Fakalofa lahi atu [Niue] Ni sa bula vinaka [Fiji]. Namaste [Fiji Indian].  Kia orana [Cook Islands]. Ia Orana [Tahiti]. Gud de tru olgeta [Papua New Guinea – Melanesian] Taloha ni [Tokelau], Talofa [Tuvalu], Shalom, Kia ora tatou [NZ Maori].  Warm Pacific greetings to you all.
Thank you for the invitation to be with you all this afternoon.  The Interfaith Forum is an important thread of the New Zealand Diversity Forum.

This particular session will focus on the development of a draft Statement on Religious Diversity. 

I would expect that by the end of this session, the presenter and panelists would have identified and drawn out the general principles and key elements that should be included in the draft  Statement so that they can be widely discussed before the final draft is considered at the 2007 National Interfaith Forum.

In New Zealand, we have our own unique contours and patterns of migration and settlement and our own array of diverse faith and cultural communities. 

New Zealand society is increasingly multicultural.  Difference and pluralism is becoming central to New Zealand identity, and there is great depth and colour within the community and voluntary sector. 

The New Zealand I was born into in the 1950s was a homogenous, monolingual, monocultural, bland, colourless society.  The New Zealand of the 21st century is a heterogeneous, multilingual, multicultural, vivid and colourful society. 

Let us celebrate our difference, diversity and pluralism, and enjoy the excitement and tension that goes with our differences.  As a woman of the Pacific, and a proud New Zealander, I advocate for celebrating difference every time. 

I am keen to promote dialogue and discussion as a healthy and robust mechanism to gain better understanding of our different cultural and religious perspectives.

In government, we are committed to leading by example, by creating and maintaining excellent relationships with faith groups and by employing a diversity of people within the public sector.

It may be asked 'what is the role of the State, of government, in this discussion on faith?'  Is there not a separation between 'Church' and State?  Does the State have a role?

It is my view that the modern State has a very important role in protecting the rights of the marginalised and minorities – including religious groups.  And this government, under the leadership of Helen Clark, has taken an active role in promoting interfaith dialogue.  Within our government we have a great diversity of views on many subjects, including faith.  But that does not prevent us from listening to each other and respecting each other's views – and faiths.  The fact that three Ministers, in all their diversity, are chairing the sessions this afternoon is a clear indicator of our government's commitment to promoting interfaith dialogue. 

We want to build pride in the unique national identity of New Zealanders, and to celebrate the achievements and successes of our people – past and present.  They not only bring great credit to our country – they continue to inspire us today to reach higher, to look beyond what we think is possible and to make it happen.  

The aim of today's session is to examine and discuss our religious and cultural differences, and to see these as a collective asset.  Today's forum also presents an opportunity to talk about ways of developing a process for consultation with government and faith communities that is open, fair, comprehensive and inclusive.

Remembering who we are, where we come from, and our place of belonging helps us understand one another.  Our history has shaped our past and defines our future. We must understand and acknowledge our history and our place in the world.

I am now pleased to introduced this afternoon's speaker and panel:

· Professor Paul Morris from the Religious Studies department of Victoria University; 

· Maarten Wevers, Chief Executive, Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet;

· Bishop Richard Randerson ( Anglican Dean of Auckland;

· Archbishop John Dew ( Catholic Archbishop of Wellington;

· Rehanna Ali ( Islamic Women's Council
I look forward to hearing the many different perspectives discussed this afternoon.

Thank you 
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Bishop Richard Randerson

A Diversity Statement for Aotearoa/New Zealand?

The proposal that this nation develop a Diversity Statement (DS) that affirms the diverse cultures and creeds of the many peoples of Aotearoa/New Zealand is one which I support. Such a statement would be a collective affirmation of the freedom of any New Zealander to pursue his or her religion, or indeed not to pursue any religion, without threat or discrimination. In an age when we are all too conscious of how religious and other differences can lead to verbal and physical assaults, such a statement is of great value. 

In New Zealand in the last few months we have seen attacks on Jewish synagogues and Muslim mosques, and two years ago the desecration of Jewish graves in Wellington. An DS may not  stop such attacks immediately, but the hope is that it will over time offer a bigger vision of the positive nature of diversity, and in so doing contribute to a greater sense of unity among diverse groups. It has an aspirational quality to it – something to aspire to, in much the same way as the Treaty of Waitangi, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, corporate mission statement and codes of ethics set standards for people to live by. Statements of national diversity and unity have been adopted by both Singapore and Indonesia. The former has a secular base, the latter a religious one. An DS for New Zealand would see both religious and secular provided for as a recognition of the diversity of our people.

Over the last 50 years New Zealand society has moved from the Christendom era, where Christianity was taken for granted as being the norm in both private and public life, through an era of secularism, to the current era which is characterised both by a re-visiting of the spiritual dimension in life, and by the emergence of a multiplicity of different faiths resulting from global patterns of migration to this country. Multiplicity and diversity should not lead to a diminishment of one’s own faith, or to syncretism, but rather to a situation where each affirms his or her own faith, but recognises the presence of other faiths. From that recognition should emerge respect, mutuality and dialogue. Faith of this kind may be described as faith which has a firm centre but open edges. It should also foster a sense of community based on shared values, from which base different groups may work together for the common good.

An affirmation of diversity accords to all the freedom to practise their religion but to do so within the law of the land. Such a statement should not be imposed by governments, but rather arise out of a process of consultation with all New Zealanders over a period of time. It has been my experience that people respond to good visions, positive leadership, and a careful setting forth of what we value, why we value it, and how we may achieve it. I believe a National Diversity Statement can lead the nation to a greater sense of cohesion and appreciation of others.
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Paul Morris

Summary

The Interfaith Forum met yesterday in Wellington from 1-5pm. The focus for this year’s forum was the role of government, national and local, in developing positive interfaith relationships in New Zealand. The appropriate cabinet minister introduced each of the sessions.  Officials and faith community responses and then an open discussion followed them.  

The first session, Education: Building Tolerance and Understanding, and Values in New Zealand’s Secular Education Framework, was introduced by the Hon. Steve Maharey, Minister of Education, who acknowledged the government’s commitment to interfaith and to the recognition of religious diversity in New Zealand. He considered the release of the new draft curriculum guidelines to be a good opportunity for faith communities to be involved and religious diversity education to be integrated into the national curriculum. He also fully recognised the vital role that education plays in fostering tolerance and promoting understanding but also that government could not do this without the input and support of the faith groups. Howard fancy, the Chief Executive of the Ministry outlined the new curriculum guidelines, Pat Lynch, an experienced Catholic educator and proponent of values education, considered that all New Zealand students should learn values and the tenets of the major religions, Pushpa Wood and Anjam Raman from the Muslim communities, followed him. The two faith responses were concerned that religion and religious identity was subsumed under cultural identity and that religious dimensions should be made explicit.  They were both positive about the possibilities of religious communal involvement in consultation but also potentially as resources to schools on religious diversity. In response, Fancy emphasised that diversity was one of the values to be imparted and that faith communities had the opportunity of responding to the draft. He gave his person assurance that his staff were open to such responses and encouraged faith communities to contact the Ministry. The open discussion was lively with wide support for the opportunity for diversity education. Other issues raised were about school ethos being as important as the curriculum in fostering diversity and the concern about professional teacher education in this area. 

The second session, the Minister of Ethnic Affairs, Hon. Chris Carter, introduced The Community: Building Positive Local Diversity. He illustrated his address with examples of communities coming together formally and informally and introduced a number of Office of Ethnic Affairs initiatives. Case studies of current projects included: Auckland City Councils interfaith project (John Hinchcliffe and Abigael Vogt) involving community meetings, strategies for fighting prejudice and developing a database of religious groups; The Office of Ethnic Affairs Building Bridges project (Fezeela Raza) to resource and foster Muslim community development; Ministry of Social Development’s strong family project (Ann Dysart) and HRC’s interfaith network (Joris de Bres). This was followed by a wide-ranging discussion involving Anglicans, Humanists, and the Exclusive Brethren representatives. There was generally agreement that excellent projects were underway and that they should communicate with each other and that there was still more to do. 

The final session, The Nation: Developing a Statement on Religious Diversity, was introduced by the Minister for the Community and Voluntary Sector, Hon. Winnie Laban. Professor Paul Morris then outlined ten principles for discussion that might underlay a National Statement, together with the outlines of a consultation and endorsement process by faith groups and government. Martin Wevers, the Chief Executive of the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet stressed the Prime Minister’s commitment to the government’s promotion of interfaith at the national and regional international levels. He also discussed refinements to the government consultation process. Archbishop John Dew supported the proposed National Statement adding that every human being had the right to pursue his or her own spirituality. Bishop Richard Randerson also strongly supported the National Statement proposal stressing the importance of leadership in the process and the need to recognise the significant role that religion played in the lives of many New Zealanders. Rehana Ali supported the National Statement and advocated full Muslim involvement in the process. There was wide agreement that a National Statement should be developed, a Working Group established with terms of reference to manage the consultation process and that a progress report should come back to next year’s National Interfaith Forum in Hamilton in February and a further report to the regional Interfaith Dialogue later in the year.
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Clark Calls for Action to Combat Extremism

by Audrey Young
Prime Minister Helen Clark has ordered greater Government activity on religious and cultural diversity issues to avoid New Zealand developing the sort of extremism seen in immigrant communities in Britain.
"What is very obvious in some places offshore is that you are getting extremism in second and third generations and that is very worrying to societies concerned," she told the Herald before leaving for a Christmas holiday overseas.
"Now we haven't generated that and we don't want to generate that. It is a huge concern in Britain and there is a lot of thought at Government level as to what could be done to decrease that feeling of alienation."
She had personally asked that the Ministry of Social Development become involved because of its overall responsibility for "social cohesion".
Helen Clark was responding to questions about why the Human Rights Commission is developing a draft national statement on religious diversity.
The commission will invite Helen Clark to present it to an international forum on interfaith issues at Waitangi in May.
National deputy leader Bill English has called for wider public discussion over the strategy if she is going to present it as a national statement.
Helen Clark said there would be more consultation on the document after the Human Rights Commission had finished its consultation.
"We have stood back and said the Human Rights Commission should run these issues, should do the consultation. I am waiting for someone to come back with a formal statement that says, 'Hey, this is what we have done, this is what we have consulted on, would you be prepared to fly with it?' And we are not quite at that stage at the moment."
The Prime Minister said various Government departments were active on religious diversity issues: Foreign Affairs because of its interaction with other countries on counter-terrorism; the Human Rights Commission; the Office of Ethnic Affairs; and now the Ministry of Social Development.
"I remember saying at a Cabinet committee meeting in the early months of last year, 'Come on, this is going to need the resources of more than the Office of Ethnic Affairs, which is relatively small.
"This should be the bread and butter of the Ministry of Social Development if we are taking a broader view of that than just the department which administers the benefits, and Child, Youth and Family. If we are genuinely interested in social development, then these issues fall on there and the Ministry of Social Development has embraced that with great willingness. So it is quite a significant Government effort that is going in."
Asked why New Zealand needed a statement on religious diversity, the Prime Minister said: "There is a capacity for tensions generated offshore ... to be reflected back into one's own country if one isn't proactive about promoting inclusion and acceptance across faiths.
"So, for example, one wouldn't want what is seen by a lot of people in the Islamic world in the Middle East to be an issue of Islam versus Western Christianity to be reflected back in our own community, because we are trying to attract the talent of the world here, irrespective of faith.
"And once here, we want people to be able to settle in a way that is respectful of them and their beliefs and to have a reasonable belief that they will be accepted and included," Helen Clark said.
"The issue is how to start out on the right foot recognising that many in the minority faith communities are relatively recent migrants. It is particularly important that they and their children and their grandchildren feel very positive about New Zealand."
Source: New Zealand Herald  Wednesday December 27, 2006
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Respect a Good Place to Start
When the country hears that the Human Rights Commission is preparing a statement on religious diversity for the Prime Minister to present to an international forum next year, the hackles of many will rise in expectation they will be asked to look kindly on some attitudes and practices they would prefer not to see in our society.
National Party deputy leader Bill English no doubt shares that concern when he calls for wide public discussion of any such draft before Helen Clark presents it anywhere as a national statement.
But she offers a good reason for the exercise when she says it is intended to keep this country safe from the extremism that has developed in some immigrant communities elsewhere, notably Britain, other parts of Western Europe and even Australia.
The Sydney riots a year ago were an eruption of the long-simmering tension between gangs of assertive young Lebanese and their Australian contemporaries. Much worse has occurred in Europe, where terrorism such as the bombing of London public transport last year turns out to be the work of home-grown, frequently second- or third-generation, dissidents drawn from ethnic minorities.
Their cause is stated in religious terms but it is probably not entirely what it seems. Religion has been a rallying cry down through the ages for wars that were really about claims to power, wealth and territory. Religion faded as a rallying cry when the rise of nation states gave their citizens a new, secular and perhaps more rational identity to die for if necessary.
But for minorities who feel alienated from their host nations today, religion has returned as a cause with which to assert themselves in a largely secular society. In drafting some sort of national acknowledgment of religious diversity the Government plainly hopes to tackle a nascent or potential alienation at root. If we officially agree to respect all religions in our midst and give them any room they require, the most extreme religious chauvinists might be deprived of oxygen for their cause. The principle sounds fine but practical policy may be more elusive.
To help the Human Rights Commission, Helen Clark has called on the resources of the Ministries of Social Development and Foreign Affairs, among others. But, as Mr English suggests, the exercise will have to range much wider if it is to be effective. It must obviously consult minorities closely on the codes of dress and behaviour that have religious significance for them and those that do not. The exercise alone could be salutary for the minorities as well as the mainstream, distinguishing what is authentically important from the beliefs and behaviour that extremists might adopt simply to seek attention or provoke dissension.

But it would be idle to pretend that the exercise will demand nothing hard of most of us. Genuine respect for some religious codes of thinking and behaviour is extremely difficult for citizens of a modern liberal society, even when the supposed victims of oppression are among the keenest adherents to the codes. Again, a rigorous consultation exercise might reveal great disagreement within the religious minority about the codes they are supposed to observe, but the rest of us need to be ready to respect some illiberal notions.
Respect, of course, does not mean embrace, but nor does it mean mere tolerance. It is respect that every person needs; tolerance is for harmless oddities. And respect cannot be feigned for very long. Minorities are sensitive to the majority's perceptions of them. If the declaration on religious diversity is a bland concoction of bromides it will achieve nothing. If it promotes wider appreciation of different systems of values, it will be worthwhile.
Source: New Zealand Herald Thursday December 28, 2006
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Common Ground Where Faiths Meet
by Richard Randerson

Three cheers for Ernie Barrington in his call for respect for atheists. I would go further and seek to remove the word from our vocabulary.
Far better that people be defined in terms of what they do believe rather than what they do not. Humanist is a better word for those who believe in human wellbeing but do not source their commitment from a religious base.
Atheism is understood to mean a denial of belief in a particular image of God as supernatural creator. Richard Dawkins' thesis that there is no proof of such a being as a scientifically verifiable entity is quite correct.
In terms of the existence of such a being, an atheist is construed as a non-believer, an agnostic as one who feels it cannot be proved one way or the other. By that measure, I regard myself as an agnostic.
To seek proof of the existence of God in scientific terms is a category mistake. Much of the language of the Bible is to be read in categories of poetry and image, not as a scientific textbook.
The concept of God is linked to timeless realities of human existence, such as compassion, reconciliation and relationship.
Barrington highlights the difficulty of leading a funeral service in a church context. It is always helpful when those who died indicated the type of service preferred.
One of the biggest challenges for clergy is in a situation where a family say they are not religious but want a service in a church because they want something that will address underlying questions such as the understanding of life and death, and how to come to terms with grief or the trauma of sudden death.
Such trauma is accentuated in the case of the untimely death of someone who is young, and questions of "Why?" arise.
In such circumstances people are seeking insights on matters that are broadly spiritual in nature, even if those insights are not expressed in the categories of traditional religious belief. As an example, a man dying of cancer told me he was an atheist in terms of traditional views of God, but that as he reflected on life he felt part of something bigger than himself, and this gave him comfort.
In such a context the expression by Prime Minister Helen Clark of a desire for a National Diversity Statement takes on added meaning. We live in a society where the affirmation of belief, be it religious or non-religious, is important, but the nature of that belief is not uniform.

Neither the suppression of belief, nor a search for some bland amalgam that satisfies no one, is a viable solution.
The proposed diversity statement seeks to affirm the rights of all New Zealanders to hold such religious, philosophical or humanist world-views which are theirs by conviction, to hold them without threat or attack, and to hold them in a way that does not threaten or attack the rights of others.
The statement is being developed by a small group of religious and human rights leaders as a basis for discussion, and is part of the broader search for inter-faith understanding being pursued at this time by Asian and Pacific nations.
Attacks on Jewish graves and Islamic mosques make such a statement timely as a reminder of what we aspire to as a nation.
The issue of the parliamentary prayer is also under review, as is the nature of the prayers used at Anzac Day services.
As a church leader I feel uncomfortable leading prayers in public that have an exclusively Christian ending, thus excluding people of other faiths.
There are prayers that are couched in more inclusive language, as well as a variety of other writings of an aspirational nature, that can catch the spirit of those values we share in common as New Zealanders.
* Richard Randerson is Dean of Holy Trinity Cathedral in Parnell, and assistant Anglican bishop of Auckland. He is a member of the drafting group of the proposed National Diversity Statement.

Source: New Zealand Herald, Guest Columnists Monday January 08, 2007 
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Time to Talk
by Joanne Black

Someone once said that eternity is two people and a ham. At this time in January the year seems eternally long already, as the Christmas ham lingers on in the fridge despite the best efforts of New Zealanders to feed themselves, their relatives, and even their pets on the remnants of Christmas Day. It is also a time when people start to wonder what 2007 will have in store, post-ham of course.
Because in the southern hemisphere the Christmas break represents both the end of the calendar year and the summer holidays, it is often refreshing and therapeutic. This is perhaps the only time of the year when there is a collective pause in our usually time-challenged lives. It seems as if the slate of 2006 has been wiped clean and that 2007’s is waiting to be written on. There is an opportunity to ponder some of life’s big subjects before the daily grind makes it hard to focus on anything more important than whether the morning bus is running on time. The New Year seems full of promise, not just because of the resolutions that might not yet have been broken, but for all that is unknown and exciting. 
This issue of the Listener previews many of the trends and challenges that are likely to occupy us all in 2007. Weighty subjects like climate change are no longer the exclusive talking points of boffins or greenies. Many more people are asking themselves whether their own behaviour helps or hinders the planet and what they can do to minimise their impact on the environment without, it must be said, impinging too much on the lifestyle we all enjoy as New Zealanders.
The discussion about the physical environment is enormously important, but it is also essential that we do not neglect debate about the social environment. Prime Minister Helen Clark has acknowledged this with her request to the Ministry of Social Development to become involved in matters relating to the Human Rights Commission’s development of a draft national statement on religious diversity.
New Zealanders pride themselves on being welcoming and tolerant, but just as we bask in perceptions of our country as a clean, green, environmental showpiece, the reality is sometimes only skin deep. Poor immigrants do not usually move into the same neighbourhoods as most of our community leaders and decision-makers. Those who talk about tolerance are often those who don’t have to practise it. 
New Zealand has, to date, been mercifully free of the appalling consequences of religious intolerance and racism seen in some developed countries to which, in other respects, we might compare ourselves, such as the US, the UK or France. But we should not assume, and obviously the Prime Minister does not, that our relative smallness and isolation insulate us against the possibility of harbouring minority groups who decline integration and who do not share what most New Zealanders would see as being essential values, such as free speech, equal rights and respect for democracy. Our distance may give us a degree of protection, but it is far from failsafe. Just as schools have to deal with society’s ills coming through the gates, so will New Zealand, inevitably, have to take a stand in defence of the principles and values it cherishes. We all want a society that is tolerant and inclusive, but when that comes up against a section of society that is itself intolerant, what should we do?
Any notion, however, that a national statement on religious diversity will in itself be a bulwark against extremism should be treated with great scepticism. The very idea that a government ministry might oversee religious diversity and cultural integration might be scary if it were not so laughable. This is a matter that all New Zealand should be talking about, and without fear of being accused of racism for daring to suggest, for example, that certain cultural practices might not be welcome here. It is a debate we need to have and, at best, national statements are a focal point for those conversations. We have to be unafraid also to talk about immigration as part of the same debate. And we need to talk about it before the types of problems that have arisen overseas also occur here, when inevitably the language becomes personal and inflammatory. 
The national statement on religious diversity is due to be delivered in May but we should be thinking now about what it should say – long before the last slice of ham has been eaten.
Source: The Listener archive: Columnists January 13-19 2007 Vol 207 No 3479
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National Interfaith Forum, Hamilton, 19 February 2007 
Paul Morris
Towards a National Statement on Religious Diversity
1  Rationale and Background

The idea for a Statement on Religious Diversity formed part of the recommendations of the New Zealand Interfaith Delegation upon its return from Yogyakarta in December 2004 in response to religious conflict in our region and around the world. The initial rationale was fourfold:

(1) The idea of a ‘National Statement’ was that it would not originate 

from government and be mandated from above, as it were, rather 

it would arise as a result of broad discussions among faith and interfaith groups and the wider New Zealand public.

(2) Around our region there are many instances of religious discrimination

and the religious rights of citizens are often not clear, particularly for minority groups. It was felt that our religious rights as New Zealanders, within the framework of democracy and the law, should be articulated alongside the associated responsibilities.

(3) That while religious diversity was not new in itself, there is a new

consciousness of the religious lives of others and religious diversity is increasingly part of our everyday lives in our communities, schools, 

and workplaces. In many countries this increased diversity has led to conflict, discord and even violence. It was hoped that our responses to 

New Zealand’s radically changing religious demography would be 

more positive and provide a framework for different religious and 

other communities to live together in a state of relatively peaceful coexistence.

(4) That when religious issues did arise (the ‘cartoon controversy’, the ‘Burqa affair, the wearing of the Hijab, requests for prayer times,’ religious holidays and the provision of services or facilities) the National Statement would provide a starting point for discussions and offer guidance.  

2  Process

In August last year a draft Statement was discussed at the Interfaith Forum in Wellington, as part of the Diversity Action Forum. There was wide support for the draft and a Reference Group was established to revise the Statement in the light of the responses and subsequent discussion. The Ministry of Social Development supported the work of this group. The Human Rights Commission undertook the process of consultation with responses called for from around the country by December 15, 2006. My purpose today is to report back on that consultation and to present an analysis of the responses. 

3  Consultation 

Public forums were held around the country, including in Christchurch, Dunedin, Levin, Hamilton, Porirua, Auckland, Wellington and Rotorua. I attended the very different Wellington and Levin meetings and many of you here were at the Wellington Diversity Forum and attended and helped organise these meetings around the country. The Wellington meeting included rationalists, humanists and a Sea of Faith Christian humanist; Buddhists and Baha’i; Hindus and Muslims; Jews and Sikhs; Maori, both Ratana and Anglican; Unificationists and Latter-Day Saints; and Exclusive Brethren and others. 

It was a wonderful meeting with discussions and debates about the place of the Treaty of Waitangi in the document, whether New Zealand is or is not a Christian country, the content of school education about religion and what might constitute ‘reasonable steps’ in meeting religious demands at work. Other concerns voiced were religious coercion, women’s rights, and individual rights for members of faith groups. The meeting at Levin was very different with a variety of different Christians present – the mayor apologised for not being able to the rustle up a single non-Christian – again the debate was full on and focussed on immigration, relationships between the churches and between the churches and the state. 

The Dunedin consultation included representatives from the Anglicans, the University chaplaincy, Presbyterians, Buddhists, Arya Samaj, Baptists, Catholics, Orthodox, Baha’i, Jews, Methodists, Combined Community Church, Hindus, Seventh Day Adventists, Pentecostal-Elim, Hare Krishnas, local Maori, the Brotherhood of Humanity, Quakers, Qi gong Taoists, Brahma Kumaris and Coptic Christians, along with the City Council and Problem Gambling, and Dunedin Multi-Ethnic Council. Their collective submission was supportive, thoughtful and made a number of useful suggestions that have found their way into the revised statement. Reading the reports and submissions the regional forums were successful and of value to those who attended as well as to the process as a whole. 

The responses have been excellent both in terms of the numbers and the wide array of respondents and in terms of the generally high level of the submissions. The issues raised by the draft National Statement do resonate with the public and are of considerable concern and interest to many New Zealanders. They continue to arrive including two over this last weekend. The issue of religious rights, the religious nature of our country and our religious responsibilities are all too rarely debated and discussed and this became an opportunity to do so. The wide range of responses included the Catholics Bishops’ Conference, replies from representatives and members of all the major churches, including the Anglicans, Baptists, Methodists, Presbyterians and Quakers. Then there were responses from Baha’i, Buddhists, Hindus, Jewish responses, Muslim submissions and groups such as the PPTA, the National School Trustees Association, the Council of Women, The Christian Education Commission, Vision Network New Zealand and Destiny Church. Some were short and confined themselves to a single point and others ran for pages and pages. Taken as a whole, the responses reflect the views of more than 600 people as well as a number of large national organisations. 

There was also a meeting with officials from different government ministries and departments following their meeting to discuss the draft national Statement. 

The process itself in bringing together different people to discuss these issues for what for many was the first time is so far its greatest success and in my view may well be as important as the National Statement itself. We often think that we are a secular country where there is little concern about religion but reading the submissions would dissuade you of this and instead make you think of New Zealand as a place where religion is debated in public in a serious fashion by informed and articulate atheists, agnostics and believers of all stripes.

4  Analysis
Generally speaking there was wide support for the Statement and for almost all of the content in the draft. Before looking at the responses in some details, it is clear that a number of the respondents and commentators did not grasp the nature of the draft statement. There were two principal misunderstandings. First, a minority were concerned that the National Statement on Religious Diversity was a new law to be enacted and binding on all New Zealanders. Of course, this is not the case but this was obviously not made as clear as it might have been and it should have been further stressed that the Statement is the beginning of a dialogue about religious diversity, a process rather than an end in itself. As you know the plan is to discuss the revised Statement here today with the aim of reporting back to the third Regional Interfaith Dialogue to be held in Waitangi in may this year. Associated with this first misunderstanding was the minority view that the NSRD was designed to somehow give the government new controls over religions in New Zealand. 

Secondly, what I refer to as the new context for religious diversity was not appreciated or understood. I deliberately began today’s paper with this new context I consider that this view is supported by overseas examples and our own census (see below).

To the consultation itself: A small number of responses advocated dropping the whole process as the negative answer as to why we need it at all. A minority of respondents wanted to know what the NSRD would add to existing legislation, and again if nothing, then why proceed. Most respondents, in terms of the new context of religious diversity and some of the negative overseas models for dealing with religious diversity or failing to do, appreciated the point of the whole.

A large number of submissions argued that the normative and prescriptive tone of the draft was unhelpful and undermined what they understood as the potential importance of the document. They suggested that ‘shall’ should be replaced by ‘will’ and ‘should’ and thus the National Statement would have a more aspirational tone. I am fully persuaded by this argument and it was supported by the Reference Group. A number of responses questioned whether the terms, faith group, faith, belief, religious community and religion had different meanings or are simple synonyms or alternatives. We had used ‘belief’ as in United Nation’s documents in contrast to faith, as in ‘ethical belief’, referring to non-religious belief. The number of responses that raised this indicates that this terminology is not well known and we have changed this.

Submissions from the rationalist/humanist minority, in terms of the total responses, contended that the non-religious were not given equal place or significant as believers. The Reference Group discussed this concern and it was decided that the Statement should be inclusive of the non –religious although it was noted that this was a statement on religious diversity not on everyone and the focus was necessarily on the religious communities. 

There were a number of suggestions for additional clauses. There was support for the right to religion to include the right to propagate one’s religious beliefs to others with some arguing that this was a fundamental religious right. Again, the RG were happy to include this. There was support for religious communities to have responsibilities as well as rights, in particular the responsibility ‘to build and maintain positive relationships’ with other faith communities and to promote ‘mutual respect and understanding’ and this has been included. 

There were concerns from a number of respondents about ‘extreme’ religious ‘cults’ and the limits of tolerance or respect. We considered that this was addressed by the rubric, ‘under the law’ and this, of course, applies to all religious groups. Likewise, the issue of coercion and religious groups restricting the rights of members, especially women and children, falls under existing legislation. 

It is impossible to meet all the demands and suggestions for changes, as many of them are mutually exclusive and some contradictory. We received responses that supported the use of ‘tolerance’ but not ‘respect’ on the grounds that, as one self-designated atheist put it, ‘I cannot respect irrational beliefs’. Another respondent argued exactly the opposite and considered that tolerance was offensive and that respect was required. 

The Prologue was generally supported in particular the Treaty reference. A small number of Christian submissions considered that the paragraph on Christianity was not forceful enough and was too historical, many other expressed satisfaction at the recognition of the special role of Christianity in our history and national life. One submission included a list of forty examples of special Christian privilege. 

The phrase, ‘reaffirmation of our national commitment to religious diversity’ was thought to be problematic by a small number of respondents and has been amended. It was advocated by a number of submissions that New Zealand legislation be included alongside the international treaties mentioned in the fifth paragraph. This has been done.

Finally, there were a very small number of people who were very suspicious of the term ‘diversity’. One person was anxious that it was an ideological term that masked an anti-religious viewpoint. In the document we use ‘diversity’ to simply refer to the fact of there being different faiths. This is consistent with the scholarly literature where ‘pluralism’ is sometimes uses to refer to a positive evaluation of the fact of religious diversity. 

Let us now look briefly at each of the eight numbered ‘clauses’ in turn.
(1) The State and Religion

This clause was subjected to a great deal of comment. A number of minority religious groups objected to the claim that the State did in fact deal with all faiths equally and highlighted the ways in which Christianity plays a privileged role in our national life. The RG considered this and it was decided that this should be reworded as an aspiration. There were a small number of responses including Vision Network New Zealand and Destiny Church who understood Christianity to be the state religion of New Zealand. Most respondents supported the view expressed in the draft although some called for a stronger statement along the lines of referring to New Zealand as a ‘secular’ state. Suggestions included replacing ‘state religion’ with established religion. While it is clear that New Zealand does not have a state religion like the Scandinavian countries or a number of Muslim majority countries nor an established religion like Anglicanism in England, some argued that as the Queen of England is Head of the Church of England and Head of State and is as well Queen of New Zealand, Christianity is a state religion. One respondent propounded this case in relation to the Queen of England being the Head of the Commonwealth, which would make India, a country with more than one billion Hindus and over one hundred million Muslims a Christian country! Further, those that consider Christianity to be the state religion do not want it to be treated equally with other faiths, as this would undercut its especial status. 

The revised version reads: 

(1) The State seeks to treat all faith communities and those who profess no religion equally before the law. New Zealand has no state religion.

(2) The Right to Religion

There was widespread support from the religious communities and many individual respondents for this clause. Non-religious submissions called for the inclusion of non-religious belief too under this heading, including one who wanted an equal right to have no religion. Many respondents found it useful to have the right to religion clearly articulated. ‘Other belief’ refers to non-religious beliefs that have the same protection under the law.

The revised version reads: 

(2) New Zealand upholds the right to freedom of religion and belief and the right to freedom from discrimination on the grounds of religious or other belief. 
(3) The Right to Safety

The feedback on this third clause indicates a clear demarcation line between the migrant and minority religious communities and the mainstream church and Christian responses. Minority communities reported experience with vandalism and damage to places of worship and of issues concerned with personal safety. The clause has been extended to reflect these concerns with ‘security of person and property’. Other responses felt that existing laws covered this and every New Zealander has these rights but that no special rights should be accorded to communities. The RG discussed this issue and decided that ‘and their members be added’ to accommodate this individual right but to keep the clause as it reflects the concerns about safety and security of a number of religious communities. 

The revised version reads: 

(3) Faith communities and their members have a right to the safety and security of their person and property.

(4) The Right of Freedom of Expression

Respondents were anxious about the policing of this and who would be in a position to determine ‘responsibility’. There was support for media freedom being balanced with a higher degree of media accountability. References were made to the South Park episode and the Danish cartoon controversy and their publication here. The clause was intended to cover the right of religious people to express themselves and of press freedom. A number of respondents considered that the framework of accountability should extend across a range of media. This was changed accordingly. The final sentence was shortened and rendered aspirational. 

The revised version reads: 

(4) The right to freedom of expression and freedom of the media are vital for democracy, but should be exercised with responsibility.  

(5) Recognition and Accommodation
Respondents were concerned about requests for time off work or school, or expensive demands for special facilities or services and as to what constitutes ‘reasonable’. The ‘reasonable steps’ and ‘reasonable accommodation’ are taken from existing New Zealand legislation. There was an interesting exchange at the Wellington consultative meeting when a businessman and rationalist voiced his fears that much of the workday would be lost if people who wanted to pray five times were ‘accommodated’. A Muslim responded by reporting that he did have three eight minutes periods off each working shift in order to say his prayers and then returned the time by working part of his lunch break. This is clearly to be based on real demand and each case to be decided on its merits and context.

The revised version reads: 

(5) Reasonable steps should be taken in educational and work environments and in the delivery of public services to recognise and accommodate diverse religious beliefs and practices.

(6) Education
This clause caused difficulties in both religious and non-religious submissions. The difference between religious instruction as part of formation in faith and learning about religions in the context of the humanities and social sciences was not fully appreciated by a number of respondents. Religious Studies is compulsory in English schools but does not take the form of religious instruction within a particular faith. Even religious schools are required to teach about other faiths and the majority of English school pupils learn about the major religious traditions. Most respondents saw great value in students here learning about the faiths of their fellow New Zealanders and of the faiths of our nearest Asian neighbours. It is important that such teaching (it already takes place in six New Zealand universities) reflect accurately the faiths being taught and is unpartisan in relation to different denominations and tendencies within a faith. One person expressed the view that ‘religion had no more place in schools than any other casual subject such as tap dancing or train spotting’. This of course fails to understand the significance of religion to its adherents or its importance in the world we live in. 

The point was made that in New Zealand’s integrated schools it would be inappropriate to learn about and understand other faiths, on the contrary it is just as vital if not more so in the integrated school sector than in state schools. Integrated schools would still have religious instruction for faith formation but this is quite different from religious studies. In fact, when I attended the NZQA advisory group meetings looking at religious studies syllabuses it was the Catholic and Anglican schools that had the best programmes of study about other faiths.

It is important as was indicated in a number of submissions that religious studies in a school should resonate and reflect the community of which the school is a part.  Finally, in ‘an impartial manner’ caused a number of difficulties and it was decided by the RG to drop this. 

A number of respondents refereed to the 1877 Education Act and understood this to prohibit teaching of religions in primary schools but it does not, of course, relate to teaching about religion at all. 

The revised version reads: 

(6) Schools should teach an understanding of the diversity of religious and spiritual traditions in a manner that reflects the community of which the school is a part.

(7) Religious Differences

This was felt by some to be overly negative and it has been represented in a more positive way. Religious diversity is about real differences between people in terms of their values and what they hold to be most important. These deeply held differences will inevitably lead to further tensions within faith communities, between faith communities and between faith communities and those who hold non-religious values. If we cannot stop these differences from occurring it is vital that we do what we can to prevent the descent of disputes into violence and breaches of the law. 

The revised version reads: 

(7) Debate and disagreement about religious beliefs within faith communities and beyond, will occur and should be exercised within the rule of law and without resort to violence. 

(8) Cooperation and understanding

This clause was warmly received except by a minority who were concerned about the role of the government in relation to religious communities. There were submissions debating the merits of ‘tolerance’ over ‘mutual respect’ and it was here the RG considered was the appropriate place to delineate the responsibilities of faith communities in relation to government and each other. 

The revised version reads: 

(8) Government and faith communities have a responsibility to build and maintain positive relationships with each other, and to promote mutual respect and understanding.

It is worth referring to the 2006 Census figures on religion as these appeared after the consultation had ended and serves to reinforce a number of the issues that were raised in relation to the National Statement. The figures recently released show that Christians form a majority at approximately 52% of the nation and this includes, of course, the full spectrum of churches and Christians from the most conservative to the most liberal. When taken as a whole, Christianity is still by far the largest faith. It is significant, however, that of the three largest churches only the Roman Catholics (14.3%) shows an increase in the last five years, 508,812 up from 486,015. Anglicans, now 15.7% of the population and Presbyterians (14.3%) have decreased by nearly 62,000 since 2001. Other Christians include 1.4% Ratana, 1.2% LDS, and 0.1% Exclusive Brethren. Hindus are now the largest and fastest growing non-Christian religious group (1.8%) up to 64,557 from 39,867, while Sikhs are up from 5,199 to 9507.Buddhists are up from 41,661 to 52,392. The Muslim community is now at 1% and numbers 36,150, up from a 2001 figure of 23,634. The total non-Christian sector numbers roughly 200,000 and 0.2% of the population is Jewish. 

These figures must, of course, be seen alongside the 1.29 million or 37% of the population who have ‘no religion’. In summary, the Christian majority is shrinking and the non-Christian religions are increasing dramatically but not by as much as the loss in Christian numbers. Non-religious numbers are on the rise. The figures raise issues about the role of Christianity and the other religions in our national life and the trends perhaps reinforce the need for us to consider the questions that lie behind the National Statement.  

The consultation has been a fascinating experience and unique insight into the religious ideas and concerns of New Zealanders. Most of us it seems are liberal in our orientation and exhibit openness to those of other faiths or none. A minority are less willing to follow this path and consider that either we err in being too liberal or are mistaken in taking faiths seriously at all. The underlying position of the Statement is a simple one. If we want to exercise our right to religion we need to afford that right equally to others. That is, our rights are dependent upon others having the same rights. 

Finally, after reading the submissions it is important to note that this is not a theological document debating the relative or absolute merits of one religion over another although some of the respondents took this view. The document is pragmatically concerned with improving how we as different communities can and do live together peacefully. I believe that we can do this without compromising our integrity or unique religious identities. We can do it well or we can do it badly. We can think about it now or take our chances.  

We, and our children, are going to have to live together in the future in an increasingly religiously diverse New Zealand. We can do this positively or we can mirror some of the difficulties that face other religiously diverse nations where a strict ideology of the separation of church and state or where members of minority faiths are marginalised has led to violent clashes, court cases and draconian legislation restriction the right to religion. We have an opportunity at this time to think forward and create a framework for a forward looking religiously diverse small nation in the South Pacific and I consider the National Statement on Religious Diversity to be a small but significant step forward in this positive direction. Finally, we have the opportunity of working together as the faith communities of New Zealand on a concrete project for all our futures.  
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