Dear AHRC,
The social engineering agendas of AHRC (or HREOC) are always a matter for deep concern, and its most recent inquiry is equally alarming. Even when the inquiry was in its infancy, a comment by the AHRC Chair was reported by ABC News: "Mr Calma says there is a balance to be struck between the freedom to practice a religion and not pushing those beliefs on the rest of society."
Pushing those beliefs on the rest of society? So Mr Tony Calma clearly believes that Judeo-Christian traditional values should be excluded from the public square of debate on abortion of viable babies, experimentation on human embryos, "marriage" between homosexuals, euthanasia of the elderly, and so on. With the Chair's clear and unambiguous statement that people with traditional religious values are "pushing those beliefs on the rest of society", I submit that any attempt to hold a rational and objective inquiry has been poisoned from the very start. Your Chair has made his position clear.
While there is much to be alarmed about in the AHRC discussion paper, I will limit my comments to two recommendations regarding witchcraft and religious vilification.
R3.13 Repeal of anti-witchcraft laws
The most horrifying abuses of children and women and Satanic worship have involved witchcraft cults in Australia. This ancient pagan cult is not the innocent religion that has been portrayed in contemporary media and television shows. The AHRC must resist the politically correct reflex to treat witchcraft as an equal partner with Australia's other traditional religions. It would be an egregious mistake to treat the malignancy of witchcraft and its occult devil-worshipping practices as if it were a benevolent, benign and misunderstood belief system that deserved the same status as Christianity, Judaism, Buddhism, and so on. The original anti-witchcraft laws were based authentic reasons, not whims.
R5.3 and R 5.4 Religious vilification
The notorious case of the Two Dannies (Catch the Fire Ministries) versus the Islamic Council of Victoria is forever a stain on the freedom of speech in Victoria and Australia. This toxic legislation attracted worldwide attention as being so repressive and so stacked in its wording (in favour of the plaintiff) that it became almost impossible for the defendants to mount a defence. Due to this ignoble Victorian law,
the UK abandoned similar legislation once it saw first-hand the consequences and the absurdities in the hearing itself. And now it appears that AHRC wants to enact a federal version of this infamous Act.
What AHRC fails to understand is that there is a difference between vilification and the incitement to hatred. Further, the AHRC fails to understand that criticism is not the same as vilification, and that the Australian Constitution, or any state law, does not protect anyone against being offended by an opinion. If Australia were to enact an anti-vilification law similar to the Victorian law, it would be enacting the right not to be offended. Such an outcome might be in the interests of powerful minorities and lobby groups who loathe legitimate criticism and the glare of the spotlight on their activities, but it would be against the interests of our culture, political structures and traditions of freedom of expression.
Further, these same powerful minorities and lobby groups that would love to have anti-vilification laws would then abuse the laws by using vexatious threats of legal action to "chill" any person who dared to upset them. This has been seen in many overseas cases (particularly Canada) where people who dared to speak out against powerful minority lobby groups were hit with legal actions that bankrupted them. This is an egregious abuse of the courts, and it will happen here on a large scale (and has already happened).
In other anti-vilification laws in other states, "vilification" was poorly defined and simply came to mean that someone felt offended. This is an inadequate basis for any law, but one that will be repeated if AHRC manages to get its way.
Additionally, I note that AHRC wants to exempt "artistic works" from vilification. This would include Andres Serrano's infamous "Piss Christ" (an outrageous blasphemy against Jesus Christ and an intolerable insult to Christians and their beliefs) and all similar anti-Christian works. So, artists, academics, journalists and scientists are protected species and would not be answerable to the law, but ministers of religion (such as the Two Dannies) and the rest of us are vulnerable and would not enjoy such lop-sided and discriminatory protection.
AHRC should be expending its energies and budget elsewhere, and leave religion alone.
Yours truly,
C.L. Miller
