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Mike Kenny

Let me begin by handing straight over to Guy Wilkinson to start.

Guy Wilkinson

Well it’s a great pleasure to be able to welcome all of you here this lunchtime to what I think will prove to be a fascinating opportunity – a kind of cross-over opportunity, a cross-over in all kinds of ways.  First of all two organisations coming together in collaboration for this event, the Wyndham Place Charlemagne Trust on the one hand, and the Institute for Public Policy Research on the other.  

The Wyndham Place Charlemagne Trust has roots going back for over 40 years in its two strands – and over those years has tried to play a part in stimulating discussion around the issues of civil society, not just in the context of this country but more generally with the European perspective and also with a perspective of values, religious and other.  That has been the core business if you like of the Wyndham Place Charlemagne Trust which we try to deliver through annual lectures, through these kinds of collaborative events.  And the IPPR – our partner for this occasion – draw together their particular interests in civil society and today in this area of how faith, religion relates into public life.  

For me it seems quite surprising that that should be a controversial issue but I gather in the IPPR it has been quite an issue and no doubt in other quarters, to me it seems entirely natural and one of the things we might say to our Muslim colleagues is that they have achieved what I think perhaps we as Christians have not done in recent years, which is to make it quite normal that people of faith are seen as those who actually have an interest not just in Church on Sunday but actually in all the issues that any of the rest of us are interested in.

So I hope that this will be a stimulating cross-over, both in terms of organisations and in terms of subject matter and the people who are here.  So I’ll just hand over I think to you, Mike, to make the introductions for our speakers.

Mike Kenny

Thank you very much Guy.  My name is Mike Kenny.  I am a visiting research fellow at the IPPR and I’m going to be chairing today’s event.  We were really delighted when the Trust approached the IPPR about the idea of an event that would look back to some degree at the publication “Faith in the Nation” that IPPR brought out last December, co-edited by Zaki Cooper, Guy Lodge and with the generous support of the Co-exist Foundation.  I should just say as an aside, you may have noticed as you came in that copies of this if you haven’t read one are available outside at the exciting discounted price of £5!  It really was a landmark publication by IPPR involving contributions from senior figures across some of our major faith traditions.  It also marked a commitment on IPPR’s part to undertake policy-related research in an area that as Guy’s intimated, we and other secular think-tanks had generally assumed to be rather off-limits.  And it’s true that some of our progressive political friends didn’t approve of this engagement – many others I should say in the progressive community have applauded us publicly and privately for actually trying to do research in this area.  We remain convinced that a dispassionate examination of the impact and contribution of faith to many of our communities, to civil society, to our public life generally is an integral part of any serious understanding of the current social landscape and policy scene.  So we definitely do “do God”; we also do non-Christian faiths and we do belief systems that are not religious in their inspiration.  Our work continues in this area.  You may have seen on your seats details of an event sponsored by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation that will be happening later this year, on the topic of “Faith, Migration, Integration and Social Cohesion” and you’re all very welcome to attend that.  And we’ll be presenting the results of research that we’re currently conducting on how migration is changing the faith-map of the United Kingdom.  

So let me turn to today.  Obviously since we brought out “Faith in the Nation”, a lot has happened particularly in our economic and political worlds.  And we have asked our speakers to think about and give some reflections about what those major changes and transformations mean, in terms of the position and the contribution of faith.  We are recording today’s discussion and it will be made available as a downloadable podcast from our website, so we’re not here operating under any Chatham House conventions.  Each of our speakers will speak for we hope about ten minutes – we really would like there to be an opportunity for what constitutes a very interesting group of people assembled here today, very interested in what you’ve got to say in response to questions you want to pose.  

And so finally, before I hand over, let me just introduce you to our panellists – probably all of you don’t need much introduction from me, but let me start in the order of the speakers here:

Dilwar Hussain: Dilwar is Director of the Policy Research Centre based at the Islamic Foundation in Leicester, was a Commissioner of the Commission for Racial Equality in 2006-7, and has been involved among many other things in delivering training courses to a number of government departments.  He has worked in academic research, policy consultancy for over a decade and was the author of a chapter devoted to Islam in the “Faith in the Nation” pamphlet.  I should also add he’s also a new father, once again, and I’m sure you’ll all join me in offering him many congratulations on that.

Dr Indarjit Singh.  A well-known broadcaster and journalist, and Director of the Network of Sikh organisations in the UK.  He has been an adviser to and member of a host of official bodies including the CRE and the Home Secretary’s advisory council for race relations.  He’s a very prominent figure in the national and international inter-faith movements and he was the author of a chapter devoted to Sikhism in “Faith in the Nation”.

George Pitcher who is a journalist, author and also associate priest at St Bride’s in London.  George was appointed Religion Editor of the Telegraph Media Group in May 2008 and is a highly respected commentator on issues involving faith, morality and public life.  

Francis Davies.  Francis is Director of the Las Casas Institute and a fellow of Blackfriars Hall at the University of Oxford.  His research focuses on organisational and social responsibilities, especially in the sector of faith communities and social enterprise.  He too is a widely respected commentator on issues concerning faith and politics.  

So without further ado, let me hand over to you.

Dilwar Hussain

Thank you very much indeed for the invitation and to you all for giving up part of your lunchtime in coming here today.  As has been mentioned I am based at the Policy Research Centre at the Islamic Foundation, and my experience base comes out of my work with Muslim communities and work on policy on a range of policy issues vis a vis the British Muslim presence.  So some of what I say will come from that experience but I hope I will also be gently critical of Muslim experience as well, in a way that attempts to encourage a more fruitful dialogue on the issue of how faith operates in the public arena.  

Now much of the debate in this arena is often characterised by quite polarised views – on the one hand you have a presumption that anything to do with faith is irrational and doesn’t really belong in the public arena.  It doesn’t have a sound basis on which it is argued, therefore, because we are an advanced society, a modern society that deals with issues on the basis of rationality, there is no place for “the superstitious” in the public arena.  And on the other hand there are equally strong stereotypes among religious people around what the secular means.  This leads to a fear, a sort of closing of ranks around what the secular will “do to us” and dismissal of the secular itself, including immediate reactions even to the word “secular”, before we can go any further in the discussion.  

My priority is to try to see if we can bridge some of this polarisation and how we can create a more sensible coherent argument somewhere in the centre.  It strikes me that there are very few avenues where that can actually exist in intellectual and policy terms and we often are left with those polarisations.  I think we have some interesting models where faith and secular do come together and take each other’s commitment quite sensibly and quite seriously.  Community Organising for example has a strong tradition now in this country and there are a number of movements here in this country particularly in the east end of London, where a number of campaigns around social justice issues have brought secular and religious people together to work on issues of common concern.  We organised a seminar in January 2009 through my Centre to which we invited a broad range of Muslim as well as non-Muslim voices thinking about issues like this because we really wanted to try and give a strong message to the Muslim community first of all, as we are based within that sector of the religious spectrum, that we need to develop a more nuanced appreciation of what the secular is, and we need a way to differentiate between procedural aspects of secularism and the ideological aspects of secularism, between perhaps secularism with a small ‘s’ and Secularism with a capital ‘S’.  By rejecting the word altogether we are not doing ourselves any justice in this whole debate.  The proceedings of that seminar are available online and there will be a publication of the key papers presented.  

I also want to flag up an important set of deliberations that has taken place very recently at Cambridge University where a group of Muslim thinkers, activists and community leaders met between February and April 2009, examining what it means to develop a “contextual theology” of Islam, what it means to look at a more contextually rooted presence of Muslims in this country.  And one of those key issues that they have been debating is the whole notion of the secular and how religion should operate in the public arena.  The report of those discussions presents some interesting, I hope some more nuanced, reflections than have been coming out of the Muslim community in the past.  

So – in order to make some more substantive interjections, to what I wanted to say – I think at the core of this whole debate there are a number of issues that we need to bear in mind.  I want to flag up four issues and really just put them on the table for you because we don’t really have time to elaborate on them – though we could tackle them further in our discussion later.

First of all it strikes me that if we are to take this whole arena sensibly and maturely, we need to begin with a spirit of compromise and concession.  We need to accept that we are dealing with a phenomenon which is a very complicated arena of our lives and one that has challenged us for centuries: how do we bring our spiritual, religious faith values into the public arena and how do people who have competing narratives hold those spiritual values, negotiate those narratives in a plural, multi-faith environment.  It’s a real challenge, it’s not a challenge that anyone can take lightly or deal with easily and I think presuming that there are easy solutions automatically leads us up the wrong path.  So I think we need to take compromise and concession-making seriously if we are going to make this whole thing work.  

Secondly, I think there’s an important discussion around language, and around what Rawls calls “public reason”.  How do people of faith, when they want to make their arguments in the public arena, approach those arguments with a language that is inclusive rather than exclusive?  For example, coming from a Muslim background, if I want to talk about issues in society on the basis of “adl”, which is simply an Arabic word that means justice,  can I talk about justice instead of “adl”,  can I talk about this instead of that … and also beyond just Arabic and English terms, but also translating conceptually and idiomatically.  How do we modify our terminologies, our language without necessarily giving up our beliefs, but how do we adapt and evolve a language that is inclusive and that can be shared because that is a basic requirement for an effective communication between the faiths.  I think sometimes we can actually verify the differences purely based on linguistic approaches.  So, can we develop common parlance and can we give up also certain things in the light of my own earlier point around concessions?  So I think there’s an important point here around what does it mean to argue things in a public arena, using public reason, using a common set of arguments and vocabulary?  

Thirdly, I think equality is very very important and if you look at this publication, this theme crops up repeatedly in the collection.  I think that one of the important connecting threads for this multitude of voices has to be a firm commitment to equality and I think we need to take values and bodies of our collective wisdom such as the human rights declarations and so on, UDHR, seriously.  Unless we are able to approach the whole issue from that perspective, we will constantly rail against blockages and against brick walls in this whole discussion.  Of all my points, for me this is the most important point, this commitment to equality has to be unequivocal. And I think all of our religious traditions have room for that.  Now clearly this creates important challenges.  I’m not saying that this is an easy commitment to make because if I look at the Muslim tradition, if I look at issues around, say, sexual orientation, the equality of men and women and so on and so forth, these are clearly big debates.  I’m not saying we can ignore those things, I am not saying we should just brush them under the carpet, but they are challenges that we need to take head-on in order for this conversation to proceed and to progress in a sensible manner.  

And finally I think there are a whole host of lesser issues, of internal dynamics about each community and they may vary considerably from community to community in terms of the capacity of engagement, in terms of the way the communities are structured, the respective priorities of each faith community and so on and what it will bring into the public arena.  You cannot in this regard compare say, the Church of England and the Muslim community – they are two very different institutions, two very different religions in terms of their structure, in terms of their history, of their trajectory and so on.  It would for example be enormously helpful if Muslims could agree when Eid is! And I think that would make it tremendously helpful for the relationship between employers and Muslim individuals and so on and so forth.  I make a banal point but I’m just trying to show that there are very very different places at which each of our communities are and that is a whole other conversation.

So I’ve mentioned four points that I think are important and integral to this whole discussion around what the engagement of faiths should be in the public realm. I’m not saying that faiths should recede from the public realm, far from that, I’m arguing that faiths need to play an important role in the public arena to inspire citizens.  And the public arena needs to be one that appreciates and respects the contributions that faiths can make - there are important arguments around social capital that are again made in this publication, for example.  But taking that as a given, I also think faith communities need to take certain issues very seriously: they need to look at issues like language and public reason, their commitment to equality, their ability to compromise and their own internal dynamics much more seriously.  

Indarjit Singh

Thank you.  It’s a pleasure to be here this afternoon.  I’ll try and keep to my ten minutes because I think it’s important that we should have time for discussion and questions – that always brings out very important things.  

I’d like to start though by quoting a small verse.

  There was a dachshund once that hadn’t any notion of

how long it took to notify its tail of its emotion,

so oft when its countenance was filled with woe and sadness,

its little tail went wagging on because of previous gladness.

We’re a bit like the dachshund in our attitude to religion and society.  There was a time up to the 14th and 15th centuries, when religion had a great deal of power in this country and in many countries around the world.  Leaders of religion would often pay lip service to the teachings of religion when living in unbelievable luxury while telling others who were living in poverty, never mind, you’ll get your reward in the afterlife.  The situation changed dramatically after the Industrial Revolution.  People began to feel that we don’t have to wait that long, we can get what we want now.  And there’s been a huge increase in living standards, not all in the same level way, it’s been uneven, but there has been a general increase.  And today we begin to say that we don’t really need religion at all.  The arrogant argument goes on, we’ve made huge improvements in living standards, huge strides, we’ve placed men on the moon and done so many other things: why do we need religion?  Why do we need God?

Now, we are lurching between a religion-dominated world and a world free from religion.  And I don’t think that it is very clever.  There is a time lag for social attitudes to change and we’ve still got the social attitudes when we think of religion that we had before the Industrial Revolution.  In France they still think in terms of storming the Bastille and no religious symbol should even be seen in the schools.  They can’t realise that the world has changed – and we need to realise that the world has changed, that people have different faiths and live together and we do need to understand what they are all about.  

It’s true that we have made huge strides in living standards, but it’s also true that we live in a world where some nations grow rich by selling arms to developing nations.  Here at home we have increasing violence including appalling crimes against children, sometimes perpetrated by children as we read again and again.  We see marriages that are now more likely to break down than stay intact, leaving children bitter and traumatised.  There’s been a huge increase in binge drinking and drugs.  We undoubtedly live in more affluent times but all is far from well in society.

Let’s look then at how we can work together – religion and secular society – to make ours a more cohesive and caring society.  Voluntary effort and increasing government effort and other statutory efforts are becoming more alert to social ills but in focussing on problems rather than holistically on causes as we tend to do these days, we are looking through the wrong end of the telescope and seeking to cure the spots and sores of social maladies rather than looking at underlying causes.  There’s something that I heard on the radio this morning – that there’s a concern about heroin addiction, and some bright spark had done some research to show that heroin addicts, given pure heroin in the hospitals under the NHS, are less likely to buy adulterated street heroin and less likely to steal to feed their addictions.  I would have thought that is obvious but it does not look at the cause of increasing drug addiction.  Let me give some other examples.  If problems resulting from drug abuse take too much police time they say let’s legalise them and free up police time rather than question why.  The huge rise in teenage pregnancies:  a knee-jerk response to issue condoms in schools - surprise! surprise! the rise in teenage pregnancies has been almost in direct proportion to so-called contraceptive education.  Increasing alcohol use: let’s extend or abolish licensing hours to spread the incidence of drunken or laddish behaviour – has resulted as we all know in a huge rise in binge drinking.  Too many people ending up in prison: let’s build more prisons.  Extend this line of thinking, of looking at the wrong end of a problem to the behaviour of little junior who welcomes visitors to the house by kicking them in the shins – solution: issue said visitors with shin pads as they enter the front door!  Let’s face it, today’s society that seeks happiness in consumer goods, drink and drugs or in pampering ourselves because “we are worth it”, or making money through exporting the means of killing to distant lands, clearly needs a bit of ethical uplift and it is the real purpose of religion which we so easily forget, to provide that ethical uplift.  Religion is curious – there is the core of ethical teaching, overlaid with all the rituals, superstitions and customs which merely mask the true ethical teachings.  We need to get rid of some of this cultural baggage which really has little to do with those ethical teachings.  But looking at the actual teachings, taking an example from Sikh teachings, which says there’s an inner light in all of us and that light is God.  And exactly the same sentiment is conveyed in that line from the Christian hymn – to all life thou givest, to both great and small, and in all life thou livest, the true life of all.  Looking at these sorts of things we can look at the actual ethical teachings that we desperately need in our society and see that they are very common in our religions, the different religions aren’t barriers between people, they are gateways to a greater enrichment of life.  Religion puts obsession with the material into true perspective, into balanced perspective.  Guru Nanak didn’t  condemn material comfort but taught the importance of a life of balance between the material and the spiritual – it’s this life of balance that we have lost, it’s been missing in society and we’ve seen it in this obsession to get rich quick, and then all the horrors of the credit crunch.  

There’s a story in Sikhism of a rich merchant who made so much money that he was known by everyone in this world, and he went to Guru Nanak “how can I also make it in the world hereafter?” And Guru Nanak gave him a needle and said take this with you, this will be your passport there.  And he went home to his wife and his wife laughed at him: how can you take a needle with you to heaven? No, no.  And then the penny dropped – and we know, we have needle stories in other religions – in Christianity – and if you’ll excuse the pun, those needle stories all have a common thread.

Another story that illustrates the foolishness of the opposite extreme, where Guru Nanak chided some so-called holy people who had deserted their families and who were wandering in the wilderness searching for God, and Guru Nanak said, you don’t find God that way, you find God by serving your own family and those around you in society.  Now today there isn’t much wilderness left for us to wander into but there is a virtual wilderness and we can spend hours on end surfing the net, in front of a television and in other pursuits leaving us little time for those around us.  So we are reminded again and again of this importance of balance in life – we’re told that we should live in three dimensions at the same time.  Naam japna is reflecting on the ethical teachings of religion to give us guidance in life because we are easily all swayed this way and that way by the emergencies or whatever happens in the day and we don’t see what is really important.  We should do that.  We should also earn - second injunction - by honest living and thirdly, share those earnings with others – always the concern is to look outwards, away from self, to the needs of others.  These, Sikhs believe, are the true teachings of religion.  

Let me just conclude, that we have pushed religion aside, we don’t need it any more, we are too clever.  Well let me give you an example of my own life.  I like sometimes – and I always regret it afterwards! – to undertake some do-it-yourself activity, but whenever I do I inevitably get into difficulties.  I can see whatever I’ve built all skewed and ready to fall apart, with nuts and bolts left over.  And then when all else fails I turn to the book of instructions – I don’t look at it before!  Today we’re not that clever to do everything ourselves.  We have the wisdom of our different faiths, we should not just discard them, we should look at them to see how those teachings can help us to make a better and more caring society. Our religions are not that different as I say, they contain overlapping values – there is more overlap than there is difference.  And in that area of overlap are values that are antidotes to the selfish living of today, and it is those values that we should embrace and work with.

George Pitcher

When I returned to journalism after a fifteen-year commercial break last year, one of the things I had to get used to obviously was the emergence of the blogosphere which had happened while I was away as it were.  And in particular people’s comments that cropped up about something that I had written which, when I had previously been in journalism turned up in green ink in letters and so on.  And I started to collect the ones that were my favourites, and I’ll give you my top three so far:

· in at number three is the person who posted, “no-one is interested in this stuff”.  That was actually on the most-viewed blog of the Telegraph that day and came in at comment 210 or something

· number two: somebody googled me fairly early on and posted “do you know this bloke’s a vicar, this George Pitcher” and someone posted back going “yeah, just shows how sneaky these people are and how dishonest”, and that comment was signed “anonymous” without any sense of irony!

· and my all-time favourite which has been in there for about 8 months and will take some knocking off the top – I have to read this one because I want to get it verbatim, “People like George Pitcher are responsible for all the violence and hatred in the world, I’d put him up against a wall and shoot him!”

Now I think that what the blogosphere has done if I can make one observation is that it’s created a sort of false democracy, but that’s another story.  If papers in this new kind of online environment reflect the politics of our time or indeed the coming politics, because that’s what they want to be a part of, and if online journalism within that has dis-intermediated politics, in other words has given people the opportunity to speak directly to their particular fields rather than their being intermediated by the media, then what we’re seeing in the new journalism online is  a snapshot of the new politics, and what does that snapshot show us?

Well, I have three observations – I’m so used to making three-point sermons.  And they relate to religion, the first one and principally, then the media and then politics.

· First one on religion: religion is back.  I slightly disagree with Indarjit although we’re on the same side on this, in terms of one or two things you were saying about – my words not his - supposed hegemony, of cultural hegemony of secularism in Europe.  Religion is the new politics – well, it’s the old politics but it’s back.  And this has a number of effects.  Principal among them is that there’s a rage among secularists and atheists or at least some of them that the post-modern view of the 1970’s hasn’t prevailed, and religion has not only survived the millennium but prospered.  Not necessarily prospered in a good way but nevertheless it is prospering.  And easily the most violent and aggressive and nihilist abusive comments and attitudes online, in my experience when I am writing as I do at the Telegraph about religion, come easily from secularists or atheists or people who call themselves such.  And the vocabulary in terms of what Dilwar had to say about language - the vocabulary in this instance is always referring to my imaginary friend and my belief in a sky fairy.  If I had a pound for every time somebody told me I believed in a sky fairy I’d take you all to lunch! And we’d go somewhere nice!  And Dawkins – I don’t really want to have a go at him, I don’t want to be the first to have a go at him – I’m slightly keen on Terry Eagleton’s reference to Ditchkins though, the whole kind of concept of that kind which incorporates Hitchins and Dawkins obviously.  But there are one or two high-profile individuals making not unlucrative careers out of being a demi-god in a new politicised fundamentalism - that’s if fundamentalism is to be defined as a kind of paranoid area of insecurity, rather it’s not to be confused with orthodoxy.  And the question has to be asked, what are they afraid of?  You know, I have a lot of time for Terry Eagleton who one or two of you here have come across – you know the sort of English don who’s got into philosophy and has written an excellent book with a really boring title (sorry, can’t remember it!), but he sort of refers to the category error which is saying that we don’t need religion any more because we’ve got a kind of secular hegemony.  And he says that’s like saying we don’t need Chekhov because we’ve got a toaster.  It’s a category error and it’s not only that, but it’s dangerous and we must get over it.

· My second area, relates to the media and it’s about what Karen Armstrong refers to – well it’s the subject of her great book about the emergence of fundamentalism in the twentieth century across the three Abrahamic faiths, “The Battle for God”.  Now, anti-religionists clearly can be crusaders if I can use that word, and that’s apparent in what the media drums up as “the Muslim threat”.  And I think Dilwar has been kind enough in a sense not to talk about that but let me do so.  I see a lot that is resonant in the media, not necessarily by journalists you understand but the kind of contribution to the media that is the blogosphere, that is resonant quite frankly of the anti-semitism of the 1930’s.  You saw that in stories like the stories that were drummed out of the burkini business, about the nick-name given to women’s Islamic dress if I’m referring to this correctly – Dilwar if I’m referring to that incorrectly forgive me – but women’s Islamic dress for swimming pools.  It gets drummed up and the language suddenly turns into Jihad and new Caliphates and Europe’s going to be swamped by this new and alien culture.  And you know fundamentalism emerges when people feel threatened, when their culture for some reason, however irrationally, is threatened they become paranoid.   It’s a fear of the alien and the stranger.  And it manifests itself in three ways and I’ve recently coined at the Telegraph much to my own personal danger given some of my colleagues in the office, you know the righties.  The lefties have been a caricature for ages, you know the sort of people who wear open-toed sandals and knit their own muesli and all that sort of thing; but the righties are the same sort of caricature but some are playing up to it.  There’s an irrationality over the scale of the threat.  What is the population of Europe that could be accounted for by Muslims?  3% of 450 million?  They have no control structure – even less control structure actually than we have with regard to the Christian Churches.  It’s a complete fantasy and bogyman that’s been thrown up by the media and by some of those more extreme voices supported on the blogosphere.  And I might add there is no suggestion of solutions.  Just a “they’re all going to kill us” you know, which, not only is nonsense for sort of arithmetical reasons.  But also it strikes me particularly in right-wing media as most un-British! You know, where’s the sort of courageous phlegmatism with which we normally or traditionally approach those things.  The second point within this point that I want to make is that the displacement of issues of discontent, you know the issues of discontent with our economy, with our MPs, with our greedy bankers get displaced onto an alien resident minority.  And the third symptom within this section, no discrimination is made between issues of immigration and the existence of our multi-faith society.  Those two things get merged as one.  And there is clearly an important debate to be had about immigration but that isn’t about British citizens who are Muslims or indeed, of any other faith or none.  

· My third point about politics.  There’s a reluctance amongst politicians to – famously, the phrase has already been used – “do God”.  Now Blair was said not to “do God” – I was told before I left the office that I shouldn’t, I should lay off Blair.  I have the honour and the privilege to sit next to Ben Brogen in the office, he said “where are you going George?” and I said “I’m going to speak at an IPPR seminar” – “oh, they’re very Blairey”.  So I’ve got to be careful what I say about Blair and indeed his avaricious wife.  But he did clearly “do God” and he did God, now he talks about it in one of the more swivel-eyed ways actually, you know under the influence of those Romans that he chose to be under the influence of, let’s not put it any more strongly than that since you said this was being taped!  But the “shoulder to shoulder” with Bush with regard to that crusade, when that vocabulary was used carelessly on an escapade that would have been ridiculous if it hadn’t been so tragic and would have been risible were it not actually so unnerving that he’s now peace envoy to the Middle East.  There are dangers within that of an emerging kind of Protestant Fundamentalism that is the beam in our own eye if you like that whilst we point to the mote in the eyes of the Muslim community.  Similarly Brown as the son of the manse likes to make that connection when it’s useful and then declares that it’s a private matter.  Now I’m wondering whether there’s an opportunity?  Times have changed.  Religion is on the main highway of public interest and it wasn’t in that way ten years ago and the electorate if you like is entitled to know where it is in politics.  That’s a question for David Cameron I think and I think non-believers would respond well if our politicians were firstly honest about it, secondly endeavoured to explore what having an established church and people talking about this being a Christian country, what that actually means in political terms, I think that would be helpful.  So three political opportunities it occurs to me: the relation of a secular society to religion and vice versa, a new settlement if you like; politicians are not always well briefed – see Hazel Blears – on what it means to be a secular society; secondly there needs to be an honest debate about immigration which has to be separated from this kind of islamophobia to which I refer, because militantism needs to be seen for what it is, that tiny minority within what is actually already a tiny minority; and thirdly an honesty about the place of public figures’ faith in public life: religion hasn’t been swept from the public sphere and leading figures need to state and justify where they stand.  If I’m saying anything there, it’s that religion for public figures can’t frankly, in this environment be a private matter and above all, we need to get away from this “who’s going to win, religion or politics?” as if there’s a distinction.  It’s like frankly arguing who made the greatest contribution to society, Mozart or Isambard Kingdom Brunel?  Again, it’s a category error.

Francis Davies

It’s a privilege to be here – Blair institution though it may be!  As I was thinking about what I might say today I was reminded of when I got a job as a lad as a kitchen porter on Goodwood racecourse and my job was to muck out the kitchens and put out the bins, every day we would do that, and one day I came back having done the bins with absolutely filthy hands, and the head chef said can you come and give us a hand with the sandwiches, and I said well my hands are filthy, so he said that’s alright, you do the brown ones I’ll do the white ones!

It seems to me that we need to be quite tough with ourselves whether we are in the policy community or the business community or in the faith communities about the tallying up of perception and reality when we come to such debates.  Because we’re now in tough times, times of recession, times where bankers have gone wrong, times when splinter groups of the BNP are rising on our streets again, and in a time of crisis this will bring out the best in any community whether it’s a faith community or not, and the worst in any community whether that’s our national community or not.  And I came to all of this – not since 9/11 but in the ‘80s – when in the anti-Apartheid movement it never occurred to us that there was anything wrong with supporting people, paying the legal fees, the ?? to defend Jews and trade unionists in the ? Trial, and when clergy and imams would hide the ANC, underground, and when Jews like Helen Susskind would be at the forefront of the democratic struggle to resist these things.  Where in Southampton where I went for my first job after college, the faith communities never hesitated to come together to campaign on child poverty.  And then there was a young councillor, one John ?Benn who was chair of the housing committee and who got together with the faith communities and the trade unions and invented the first anti-poverty policy in a  local authority the country.  And it never occurred to anybody that these were strange things to do, so it’s odd some years later that we might be coming back to this and saying well this is a strange thing to do in this kind of country.  I mean it seems to me that because of that crisis, because of that confusion, we need a kind of new open debate and a new and confident conversation both in the faith communities and in the state and the civil society, we need to ground that in evidence and not be frightened to do that.

At the weekend I did a TV debate with Evan Harris and the chair of the Labour Humanists.  Great guys, misguided on many points no doubt.  But I was struck afterwards to discover that they made no distinction between atheism and secularism, nor were they aware of the multiple forms of secularism that exist just in Europe – let alone if you start looking at China versus India versus other places.  France is the most self-defined and secular of European states, and yet according to ?? of Bristol it has some of the most sophisticated structures for engaging with faith communities and discerning which are the acceptable voices and which are not, for good or bad.  In Ireland they have introduced under the Lisbon agreement conditions for a structured dialogue and all of a sudden minority communities have been empowered to enter conversations with government on a par with the Church of Ireland and the Roman Catholic Church.  It’s driving a few cardinals very very much round the bend because they can’t pop down the corridors for as many gin and tonics any more!  And then we come to messy old England where these things are not quite worked out, in a kind of a half-way point between intense religiosity – somewhere like America – and the pure secularism say in somewhere like France.  And if we don’t unpack these variations we can’t get to the real basis of the range of conversation ??.  

Now it’s something I wrote last year – it came as a surprise to one part of the government that to raise the issue about the lack of evidence when it comes to the faith-based communities was news.  Because in their own tender for the funding in the year office of the third sector, third sector research they said there was an incredible lack of evidence about the third sector in general, they didn’t know how many voluntary sector organisations there were in the country and they didn’t know what impact they were making so a key thing in giving that grant to Birmingham ? University was to put that right.  And so in that sense, looking at the religious communities, there’s a shared problem there in the third sector that we need to do some more work on, to put that right.  How many religious charities are there in the country?  What is the civic contribution that they make as well as the particular contribution that they make to their congregations?  And then when we are looking at those things do we rely on them to ?? to the public community or can we somehow create a space to step back and look at the best scholarly work in this area?  Over the summer I’ve been trying to do a little map of which pieces of academic research get cited by which government departments when it comes to faith-based evidence.  It’s a source of fascination to me that the best, highly-rated researches in the country in this field - whether they are in the Christian International studies association or the British Sociological Association or the Public Management and Policy Association aren’t often cited by the powers of state but those from less high-ranking departments often are.  So the state of the art of the debate running from Bristol and over to Australia and back via Cairo into France is not being referred to but we get some shorthand references perhaps to the importance of social capital, to the importance of Robert Putnam: well that’s critical.  But let’s remember that Putnam says, religion is about belonging and the civic contribution and social capital that arises from it is about belonging and not believing.  So how can it be that Hazel Blears and many Christian groups and many others keep emphasising that this is about a private belief that motivates public activity which is strictly community, and when there are very clear sacred/secular, public/private splits to be made in a way that many faith communities and even some policy-makers at a local level struggle to recognise.  So perhaps there we simply need to go back to some of that scholarly work and recognise that in different traditions of sociology there is an affirmation that an explicit social-scientific definition of what faith is and what it contributes, arises from a chain of memory not simply from the private choices of radically individualised people.  And that might change some of the ways the policies were designed afterwards not least because that faith then may be embedded compulsively? in private choices not only in congregations that can be a shorthand for those trying to analyse faith communities but also in the universities where faith communities have been and the amazing philanthropic foundations, the Jewish communities and the agencies, the faith communities have devoted and put into practice across Europe.

Why is that important?  Well because in a time of crisis we need to be able to draw on every source and potential ally in the struggle for social cohesion but also for tired policy makers looking for fresh insights we need to be able to draw on the most important sources of social innovation.  If I go down to Austria today I don’t find scattered credit unions in the same way that we try and talk about re-floating access to finance in this country.  I come across a faith-based national agency that employs 52,000 staff, collaborating with the largest bank in the country, to create a full-blown social enterprise – bank for the unbankable.  Staff offer pro bono time of the bank – when they shut at 3 they open the branch called the Zweite Sparkasse, the bank for the unbankable, everybody who opens an account there gets personalised support, personalised access to advice about their rent and stuff like that.  There are models just in Europe – just outside the English-speaking zone which is the zone of comfort for our policy community – that we could join and that’s why we need faith communities both because of what they add to social cohesion, what they can add to social cohesion because around the world they solve lots and lots of issues which we’re going to have to face in a big way over the next couple of years.  

One last thought that perhaps I shouldn’t share here in the IPPR.  I’ve been very struck over the last 3 or 4 weeks by the number of phone calls that I’ve had from the around the country because I live near somewhere where there’s going to be one of David Cameron’s open primaries.  In an open primary as run by the new Cameronian Conservative party, anybody can go and vote for whichever Conservative candidate they’re going to get.  I’ve been very struck by the extent to which some parts of the faith communities are mobilising to make sure that they get their kind of candidate at the next election and speak.  So in fact it might ironically be through a political path that some of this gets put right – or actually with that kind of political path that it all goes wrong again.  

Discussion

-  Could I turn the panel to institutional matters, picking up the very important point Dilwar Hussain made about equality, and quoting again Hazel Blears who remarked that we live in a secular democracy.  Well we don’t.  And the institutional background I’d like to put to you is how far you might see it as an obstacle to achieving the kind of equality that you or I might say was satisfactory, when we have institutions which still impose religious tests on the head of state – the Head of State cannot be a Roman Catholic, he has to be a particular denomination of Christian – does this have any relevance to the sort of issues that have to be addressed in the multi-faith society which we have become?

-  why don’t you actually disengage decision-making - on the side of immigration - from the executive, from the home office and create on the Canadian model an independent decision-making body on such issues which would take a great deal of the heat out of  Islamaphobia in particular?

-  I am totally puzzled about this idea of faith and politics being new.  The Christian tradition - when you look back at the 18th century, you have an intimate connection between the two and I do ask myself what is new.  At the same time I would like to welcome the comments on the way forward.  First of all a delight that you are preparing the dialogue by trying to agree on your own language; secondly I’m delighted at the idea of balances coming in.  There are two different things I just want to put it to you. In terms of the way forward, could we not put it this way: in my own Christian tradition we put a lot of value on keeping stricter traditional experience and reason all together and if you hone in on one of those things you get in a terrible mess and that one of the ways forward for us is to open our doors and windows to other peoples’ traditions.  Certainly if we do that maybe we can find a way forward.  But can I ask you, we have to agree what is faith for and what does God do?  What do we do and do the public care?  Faith surely is for the regeneration of individuals in all corners of society obviously, and God is the enabler.  I guess there are very few people - and this group is evident - but I think we’ve got to show that this positive effect is something that actually affects history.

-  I remember that when the Pope asked all faiths to pray for peace in Assisi in 1986, Donald Runcie and Cardinal Hume used a book of prayers which all faiths could pray.  It was a beautiful collection.  And in the centre there was one-page spread showing how in all the major faiths, there was “love your neighbour as yourself” as a root which we could all share.  And I haven’t heard an awful lot about that since.  But we need somehow to bring love into the debate.  And my own work is to work directly with the poorest people in this country who can’t pay their rent, their Council tax, their fines and can’t pay their tax credits and they’re under huge stress.  And the motivation is love.  The problem is disorder between the state and the individual.  And the solution is justice.  And it’s on those kinds of issues we have no problem whatever in co-operating with all faiths with all people who have the light within them as we say – because everyone has that light within them.  So I’d love you to see love in the debate as well.  

- There are two particular sayings of Christ that guide me.  One is rendering unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s and to God the things that are God’s and I think that this gives us a way of working with very many people.  The other one is, by their fruits ye shall know them and if I find atheists whose fruits seem to be right, in my mind they are Christians!  If I find Muslims whose fruits are right, to my mind they’re Christians!  I have been contributing a bit to an educational journal called “Prospero”, and its editor Chris Almer wrote a very interesting piece.  He ​is a secularist but he believes in using all the ancient wisdoms and he brings them back in new terms in a very interesting way I think.  Another thing - I don’t want to advertise this but this is by Genny Oakland who is a Nigerian and he is starting the Genesis project that sees Abraham as the father of the two main religions there that are fighting each other and trying to bring them together.  

Mike Kenny

So there was a particular question to Dilwar; a question about institutions; and also a particular proposal about immigration and the Home Office; a big big question about what if any were the areas of commonalities between the different faiths and people of non-faith in particular, in areas of social provision and campaigning for social justice; and one or two other issues besides.

Dilwar Hussain

I don’t think we can touch on all the questions that were raised.  Can I just say something on the question of institutions – I think this is a question of fundamental importance in this whole subject.  It takes us onto issues like establishment and so on and I think it’s very complex terrain. I have very mixed views about all of this.  Broadly speaking within the Muslim communities, both views exist.  I think the majority view, argued quite eloquently by  Professor Tariq Modood, is that generally speaking establishment is a good thing, although people would like to see changes in the way that establishment exactly works; things like clergy in the House of Lords and so on, but broadly speaking he is open to the idea of the establishment remaining and his argument for this is that it creates a greater role for faith to operate, and to be welcome, in the public arena.  The other view is a minority view that I have some sympathy for, and that is that if the voice of faith is to be a prophetic one, then it cannot really be so intimately connected with government as such, it has to be outside government for it to play its most creative and sharp role within public life.  And I think this is something that primarily Christians have to debate amongst themselves and we will comment on the debate and the discussions as people of other religions and as citizens of this country.  

I think there are certain important advantages in being part of the establishment but also advantages to separation, to structural separation, of the Church.  And in a way I think that a Church that can be a more critical voice can help to rejuvenate itself and “shake things up more”.  This could impact on wider debates such as Church attendance for example.  It’s a very complicated terrain and there are evidently forceful arguments for and against this whole thing.  

I do want to touch upon one more thing.  The whole issue of motivation around a cause and bringing love into the arena.  I think this is of fundamental value; people of faith always feel passionately that the motives behind their actions are very deeply held and high, noble motives.  I don’t buy into the idea that we are a broken society and everything’s going to pot and so on and so forth.  I see so much goodness out there within faith communities but also outside faith communities and I think this is something that rather than actually dividing us, actually pulls us together – the whole idea of the love that people have for other people regardless of who they are, regardless of where they come from and what is their background.  It is a common element of our being, of our humanity.  And I think we can tap into this to bring all people together, rather than say that “I have faith - a special type of motivation that you can’t relate to.   I don’t think that’s helpful at all.  

Indarjit Singh

On the question of making immigration issues independent I totally agree, I think that would be a very positive thing to do.  Also more generally, to keep many other things away from government as well.  I’m concerned about that story about “crisis in government, crisis in the theatre, government to act” - now it’s been replaced by crisis in religion, government starts preaching – they are now trying to direct the faith agenda and they are ill equipped to do it, so it would be much better if the faiths were left to get on with their own inter-faith activity.  But the Government sees religion as a problem that has to be contained and all effort is being made in that direction.  It is really an insult to religion.  With faith and politics more generally – the input of religion should be to provide and remind us of an ethical dimension to life and while we think it is important for politicians to understand religions I think religions themselves have a lot to do because as I mentioned briefly, religions are very much an amalgam of pure ethical teachings overlaid, so that the ethical teachings can hardly be recognised at times, by all sorts of cultural and ritualistic superstitions that no longer have relevance today.  Religions themselves have to do a lot of spring-cleaning to make those ethical teachings more visible.  Love is important and for your neighbour - it is stressed again and again by different religions.  Regarding who is a Christian and who is a religious person, as I grew up my heroes were the dissidents in the Soviet Union – they would not have called themselves religious but to me they were religious in every possible way, in the true sense of the word.  We shouldn’t be hung up on definitions of names like Hindu or Muslim – these are labels, God is not interested in labels, God is interested in what we do and how we live and what we don’t do.  

George Pitcher

On the question of secular atheism versus religion: I think there are lots of other motives that conceal themselves under secularism and sometimes quite cynically actually.  Francis refers to having just shared a platform at the BBC and refers very generously to Evan Harris; let me just refer to him slightly less generously and say that I think that he is representative of a movement within politics to use every means including the Act of Succession and repealing of it and so on to disestablish the Church, to sweep religion from the public sphere and I think we have to be alert to that and resist it.  When it comes to that business that that lady was referring to of removing immigration from the parliamentary processes as an issue if you like, from the executive, and Indarjit supports that, I’m afraid I don’t, I disagree with that, I think government should govern and I think when it comes to the tricky and nettle-ous issues it is particularly important it does.  I mean these suggestions tend to crop up when it comes to issues such as capital punishment, abortion, assisted suicide and so on and I do think that we have had the danger of the parliamentary process, parliament being attenuated in recent years, and let’s not go back to the Blair thing but I think that’s a danger to be resisted.  And then I’m enormously heartened as a Christian priest hearing you speaking up for Christianity  and introducing the word “love”, and “by your preaching you shall be known” and so on.  I do think that speaks to something for me about the Christian faith being a history-changing faith but also the established faith, the established Church of this country.  I think that we should be unashamed of that frankly and I would like to see a less kind of paranoid nationalistic Christianity emerging amongst what I believe and I hope to be an enormous Christian silent majority in this country that would – let me just sum it up by saying that I think that one of the things that the Principal of my theological college said most importantly to me was, George, be careful where you encounter the Christ.  And I certainly encounter Him in people like Indarjit, in my Muslim friends, in people of no faith at all and I think that that’s the kind of established Church that I’d like to see prospering in this country.  

Francis Davis

Firstly just a point about commonalities.  There’s a very striking bit at the beginning of Rabbi Hugo Green’s biography by his daughter where she describes him smiling and crying in one of the rooms, as he looks at his grandson – and he says to the family, if you’d told me when I was a little lad that I would live to this moment I’d have rolled over and died laughing.  Now unfortunately that experience of persecution is something which is increasingly shared amongst all of the communities – faith communities that we now find in England, Wales, Scotland – whether you’re coming from the Congo, you’re in the Catholic community, whether you’re from the Muslim community or whether you’re a Baha’I or whatever, it seems to me that there are sources of wisdom, insight and more to contribute to conversations about what it means to be humanity there.  But still there is still the institutional thing, it seems to me that establishment is good for the Church of England by which I mean one of the things that establishment gives the Church of England is a sense of being responsible for the nation which means that it then sets out to make its buildings, resources and staff available to the whole community.  And that if it was disestablished it may not be as keen on doing that.  However as a general principle, state-owned enterprises for me are not a good thing and if we could mutualise it, give everybody a voting share, it wouldn’t be a bad start!

- I run a new website which is called multifaithbook.org (not facebook!) which I hope you’ll all visit and the purpose of it is – it is completely neutral and independent of any political or faith community.  The purpose of it is that all communities can publish their views and also their events – in their own words - to which they want others to come and learn more about them totally free.  And through this activity I have been very impressed by having been invited to many Muslim communities that are apparently not dependent on a mosque.  They are communities which have been set up by young professionals: one is called City Circle, I am sure you are familiar with that; and which then compass around with the students and then out of their own initiative have then created these fora to which they have invited others for a very open discussion.  I wish you would tell us how you have come to that – whether you the structured Muslim community have helped them or are they purely personal initiatives?   That would be very helpful for Muslims today.

- I am connected with a range of local political and faith-group activities but I couldn’t claim to be a representative.  I wanted to pick up a threat that initially was in Dilwar’s contribution and then another thread that was in Francis’ and then direct it into a reflection really – you have all talked very importantly about the mutuality of dialogue and compromise which was very helpful; Francis equally talked about the importance of making distinctions.  My disappointment if you like with all speakers and borne out with a lot that I hear in the media is the tremendous confusion and lack of distinction between faith and religion.  Faith and the values of faith – whichever faith it is - has fantastic potential – I have those kinds of dialogues with my non-faithful friends; there is an enormous tyranny in religious organisations that has to be exposed in all the religious organisations we have before us not least Anglicanism and the state religion.  We just need to make that distinction rather than assume that faith and religion are the same thing, because they ain’t.

- There’s been some inspiring speaking today around co-operation, around working for social cohesion, working for social change which I think all my Accord members would be very strongly in support of.  I think that what we have concern about and I’m talking about faith schools in particular, and what exercises our members, is where when we have tried to open up dialogue we frequently come across a very strong entrenched kind of divisions particularly around any questioning about the privileges given to some of the groups around things like admissions, employment etc This is kind of down to the real rub of things, we’re no longer talking about where ethics come from – may I say I think there are a lot of ethical people who are not necessarily of a religious background.  But in terms of the difficult issues of what you do when people want to send their son or daughter to the nearest school, it happens to be voluntary aided, whether it’s CofE or Roman Catholic and it’s controlled admissions and they may not be able to get there.  It’s things like that I think actually send a huge message to our broader population and I think that is one of the areas that I’d like to see the communities working together – faith and non-faith together.  

Michael Kenny

Could I ask our speakers to pick just one of those issues each.  Just to remind you we have structure and non-structure, different ways in which less-structured religious practices are emerging; faith versus religion if you can make that distinction; and then the thorny issue of faith schools – which is where you’re absolutely right to bring a very concrete and important issue to bear as well.

Dilwar Hussain

I have to say that although my name is in this esteemed collection, I can’t claim to represent the Muslim community or anything like that – we don’t have anything like that structure within the Muslim community here or indeed anywhere in the (Sunni) world.  It’s theologically a very different religion to Christianity and therefore doesn’t lend to a Church type of structure.  All of our organisations and mosques are very independent, they are autonomous.  I also want to mention a broader point about structure that relates to my earlier point about structures and institutions.  When I think of our example in Leicester and the experience that I have of the role that the Anglican Church plays in the management of religious diversity and the maintenance of cross-community faith relations, I think there’s a significant role here for the Church of England and it has, in many of our communities and cities this very positive role.  People often look to Leicester as an example of interfaith harmony – I think there are many reasons behind that but one of the key components is, I have to say very honestly, the Church of England.  It’s the presence of actual people, like the Bishop of Leicester and his advisers, that help to make that situation work.  And I think when the Church takes on the role of helping and enabling other religions and establishes partnerships with them rather than seeing them as competition or seeing them as purely the subjects of evangelism, then it is at its best.  There is some important work around presence and engagement and how the role of the Church changes in an environment where the numbers of Christians is getting smaller and the number of people of other faiths is becoming larger.  And I think this is an important reflection that the Church of England has been undertaking.  I would like to see parallel reflections happening within the Muslim community, and within other faith communities, as to what this new contextual reality means for them.  What does the change in the context – increase in plurality and the change in culture and demographics – mean for them?  What are the implications?  

Indarjit Singh

I’d like to confine my remarks to faith schools.  It’s I think unhelpful to assume that all faith schools are one and the same in the way they go about life.   If a faith school does not teach about other faiths and shows respect for other faiths I believe it should be closed down straight away.  Faith schools must be properly inspected as well.  As director of the Network of Sikh Organisations I am responsible for a faith school in Hillingdon and there we insist – and this school is very very diligent – that they make links with other faith schools, with secular schools, with businesses and even with the young offenders institute there too, to show their community the wider aspects of life.  The plus point in a faith school is the ethos within the school – an ethos within the Sikh faith school of respect for other people and respect for those teaching and the teachers respect for the children.  The result of that there is that the academic results in a deprived area are one of the best in the country.  They can work and they can be a disaster.  

George Pitcher

I’d like to pick up on faith schools – Indarjit of course has covered that very well.  But the broader issue relates if I may say so to what you were saying about people feeling threatened about special privileges or at least perceived special treatment in certain faith communities and I come across that quite a lot.  I come across it in my ordained ministry if you like as regards people at church after services saying “if only we were as robust about our faith as the Muslims” – we ought to get out there and compete!  Less edifyingly I get it in those threads where I came in talking about the blogosphere and the people that comment on threads and you get the sort of comment there, “why aren’t you George as a Christian priest getting out there and evangelising the Gospel and winning new converts for Christ?”  and slightly worse than that – forgive me Dilwar, I’m saying this in quote marks as the kind of comment you see, “why aren’t you socking it to the Mosies?”  And that’s reflective – I think this is what the last questioner is referring to – it’s the first stirrings of people feeling that their culture is under threat and therefore closing in on themselves, and then either getting competitive at best, at worst getting sort of paranoid and fundamentalist.  I’ve just returned to the advert I was making for our established Church in this country.  Our friend who’s now left wanted to hear more about the “love thy neighbour as thyself”.  When people say why aren’t we hearing enough about the Gospel, why aren’t you out there flogging it George?  Well I will reply “well, would that be the Gospel of love thy neighbour as thyself?”  I’d just like probably as my final comment just to finish the quote that the gentleman started which was also “love thy neighbour as thyself and love thy God with all your heart and with all your mind and with all your strength”.  I don’t think there is any separation in that second phrase between me, Indarjit, Dilwar, my friend Zaki Cooper, and anybody else in this room if you like even if you’re of no faith at all.  

Francis Davies

I just wanted to pick up the faith/religion thing, and really to say faith, religion and what else?  And it seems to me that the category that people are flagging up are really theological categories and those of us who come from faith communities and what-to-do conversations with government have go round to the other side of the table and ask some very tough questions of ourselves.  Because 80% of people say they believe in some way in some kind of God in this country, yet it’s only the 10% that have religious observance where that seems to affect the way that they behave whether in terms of their volunteering or their other civic attributes if you read the government material coming out of the Home Office.  So believing doesn’t necessarily transfer into a set of social practices.  It seems to be that a lot of this goes back to this issue about how we interpret Robert Putnam.  There’s also this factor there about class – so in my local Catholic Church 4000 polls last Easter Saturday came through, it’s a very socially diverse congregation and the local priest has a problem with these polls.  He claims it’s theological because they aren’t as long as he is but from where I sit it is much more about class, culture, race, the job insecurity and the people he’s friendly with rather than some sort of theological conflict in that sense.  So we need to be very tough on ourselves and say is this really a theological category that we are translating into a social one or is this actually something that is helpful to someone trying to design a policy or invent a new way of doing civic society.  Because the jargon of sociology is, in America they believe and they belong, in England we believe without belonging, in Scandinavia they belong without believing.  We need to work out where we are on that scale.  

Guy Wilkinson

I’d just like to make a little contribution.  What I’ve been encouraged about today is the way in which the basic discussions have focussed on what is the actual contributions made by religion or faith or non-religion rather than reverting to the sort of grand ideas.  What I mean for example is in the comments about faith schools or in the comments about establishment, the emphasis was not just about producing – is establishment a good or a bad thing?  Are faith schools a good or a bad thing?  The issues are what are the contributions that are made by schools with a religious ethos, or aspects of the Church of England’s role – the same was repeated elsewhere in the discussion.  So I think for me in a society which is very characterised by anxiety at the moment, it is one of our foundational states of being at the moment, anxiety about everything, to try to keep away from the overarching “solutions” if only we did this then we would solve all our anxieties then we’d be secure and we’d know who we were and so on and keep on focussing on the discussions around the actual contributions in the cases we have been discussing today – religions and faith.  

Can I say that for me anyway – and I think for my colleagues in the Wyndham Place Charlemagne Trust – this has been a really positive occasion, and I hope that those of you who have also been able to look in advance at this book will have a look both at what the IPPR do but also at what the WPCT does, both of us trying to make our contributions to a civil society which is alive and energetic and is engaging with current issues today in a relevant way.
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