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Preface by 

Brian Pearce, 
Director, The Inter Faith N etwork for the UK 

This is a report on a consultative seminar convened under the 
auspices of The Inter Faith Network for the UK and held on 10  
December 1996 at  Barnard's Inn Hall in London by kind permission 
of Gresham College. It contains the texts of the presentations by the 
five main speakers, Chief Rabbi Or Jonathan Sacks, Dr Nicholas 
Tate, Ms Monica Taylor, Professor Bhikhu Parekh and Bishop Gavin 
Reid, together with a summary record of the intervening periods 
for questions and the closing general discussion. 

Introduction 
For some time the Network has had a focus on the issue of values 
in a multi faith society and it has developed useful links with a 
wide range of those working in this field . The purpose of this 
seminar was to bring together a number of those involved in current 
and prospective values initiatives in order to explore the 
relationship between these, to take stock of recent developments 
and to exchange experience and ideas for future work in this field. 

The Network is grateful to all who took part in the seminar and 
in particular to those who provided the five stimulating 
introductory presentations. The seminar was limited to a small 
number of participants in order to encourage informal discussion 
during the day alongside the more formal presentations. A full list 
of the participants is at Annex B to this report. 

The seminar was primarily intended as a forum for discussion 
and was not expected to reach a tidy set of agreed conclusions. In 
this preface I offer some personal reflections on the topic in the light 
of the day's debate and in the process focus on some of its main 
themes. 

Our Sources of Inspiration and Authority 
The varying contributions to the seminar discussion underlined 
that we look to different sources for our "values" and that in doing 
so we acknowledge different authorities for them. Those who 
belong to a particular religious community will look to its scriptures 
and to its traditions as these have been developed and interpreted 
over the centuries. At the same time, there are many in our society 
who look to philosophies which do not derive, directly at least, from 
a religious tradition. All of us draw on the historical experience of 
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our different communities, the accumulated wisdom of our cultures 
and on our own personal experience and reflection. 

Two Possible Approaches to Seeking Common Values 
In his presentation Professor Bhikhu Parekh pointed to two different 
approaches which can be adopted in framing a set of common 
values. The first is to formulate an abstract set of values, grounded 
in some concept of a universal morality constructed from first 
principles, which is claimed to be "true for all". This approach can 
carry with it the implication that authority can and should be vested 
in that abstract set of values and that the teaching of different 
religious and cultural traditions are in some way secondary in 
character, although they may embody these abstract values to some 
degree. This approach will be resisted by many people and 
particularly by those who see the authority of their own tradition 
grounded in some transcendent reality. It can also lead to an 
intolerance of those who are not ready to subscribe to the 
supposedly "universal" set of values in preference to those of their 
own tradition or culture. Some recent attempts at the creation of a 
"universal ethic" have been criticised on the grounds that in practice 
they owe too much to a post-Enlightenment Western liberalism. 

An alternative, and more pragmatic, approach does not challenge 
the primary authority accorded by believers in them to the world's 
different traditions and philosophies. Instead it is based on an 
exploration of whether there is in practice an overlap in the values 
upheld by these different traditions and which can therefore be seen 
to be shared by them. It is this second approach which is the more 
promising one. 

The Nature of Consensus 
Any attempt to formulate a set of shared values on this more 
pragmatic basis cannot appeal for its acceptance either to some 
notional "universal ethic" or to the authority on which the values 
of one particular tradition are based. If, however, a patient 
exploration of the overlap between the values which each tradition 
upholds does turn out to reveal common moral ground between 
them, then the very fact of this consensus provides its own 
functional authority for them within the wider society to which the 
members of these different traditions belong. But because it rests 
on the extent to which values are "shared" by different traditions 
it does not undercut the authority of those traditions for believers 
in them. 
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A consensus on fundamental matters of this kind is unlikely to 
be universal. But clearly it needs to be very broadly based if it is 
indeed to posses this functional authority within a society and to 
command the commitment which it needs to evoke. Furthermore, 
if it is to be genuine then we must not be tempted to facilitate it 
through excluding dissenting voices from the debate. It was stressed 
both by Professor Parekh and Dr Nicholas Tate that it is important 
not to absolutise this pragmatic social consensus as constituting 
"the truth" per se. There is always likely to remain some tension 
between the content of this consensus and the convictions held 
within different communities within society because it will not 
manage to incorporate all aspects of any individual tradition. 

This was apparent in the dissatisfaction expressed by some critics 
at the outcome of the School Curriculum and Assessment Authority 
(SCAA) National Forum on Values in Education and the 
Community on the grounds that this did not adequately reflect their 
values because it did not go beyond the limits of the consensus 
which could in practice be established among the Forum's 
participants. There are, as Monica Taylor pointed out, inevitably 
difficult issues of process and representation involved in initiatives 
of this kind. But there was a general welcome at the seminar for the 
initiative which SCAA has taken and a recognition of its importance. 

Concern is often expressed that the authority of traditional 
sources of moral values has been eroded within our society. It is 
sometimes suggested that the development within Britain of a more 
diverse and plural society has in itself contributed to fragmentation 
and incoherence in the moral sphere. Others have suggested that 
the greater diversity within our own society derives less from the 
recent migration here of people from other cultural backgrounds 
(who in any case form only a small percentage of the total 
population) than from the fragmentation of the indigenous culture 
itself under the impact of secularisation and technological change. 
Some, however, have questioned whether there ever was a past 
time of stable "common moral ground" in our society and are in 
consequence sceptical about the whole "common values" enterprise. 

If a genuine and widely based consensus on moral values is to 
be formed within present day British society then there will certainly 
be a need to explore not only the overlap between the resources of 
our different religious traditions but also the overlap with the moral 
values of those who are not committed to any particular religious 
tradition but nonetheless have moral values which they strongly 
uphold. The process of secularisation has been an important factor 
in shaping our society. But a deeper understanding is needed of the 
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character and effects of this process. It is particularly important to 
distinguish between, on the one hand, a dogmatic materialist 
reductionism, which refuses to recognise any spiritual dimension 
to human life, and, on the other, the more open attitude of those 
who acknowledge the reality of the moral and spiritual realm, but 
are unable or unwilling to express their spirituality through 
involvement in the life of a religious community or through the 
conceptual framework and vocabulary of a religious tradition. One 
of the issues which was raised in the seminar was whether we can 
find a vocabulary for our spirituality which can be shared by both 
those who base their values on the existence of God and those who 
do not. The presence among the world's religious traditions of 
non-theistic Buddhism and Jainism may perhaps provide a bridge 
of understanding here. 

The Concept of "Core Values" and the Complexity of Applying 
Them 
The evidence of recent attempts to draw up sets of common values 
suggests that substantial agreement can in practice be reached on a 
set of "core" values, such as honesty, compassion and respect for 
life. The Global Ethic promulgated at the World Parliament of 
Religions in 1993 and the set of values listed by the SCAA Forum 
have both won substantial endorsement. 

The importance of being able to reach agreement on "core" values 
should not be underestimated, since if there really are no common 
or shared values within a society then there can be no possibility 
of a shared public discourse between its members and no possibility 
of a plural civic society, or indeed of affirming in any meaningful 
sense that we share a common humanity. The identification of a set 
of shared values can provide us with reassurance that we can indeed 
have a shared society and a shared future together. Even though 
shared values may at one level be grounded in a pragmatic 
consensus, at a deeper level they are rooted in our personal and 
community convictions and commitments. The discovery that they 
are shared with those who follow other faiths or philosophical 
traditions can be a source of encouragement and lead to a mutual 
reinforcement of these convictions. 

At the same time, it can be more difficult to reach agreement on 
how to apply in practice these shared "core" values to specific 
problems and particular situations, especially as different values 
often appear to pull us in different directions. So it is important not 
to exaggerate the degree of agreement on common moral ground. 
We live in a complex world and in applying basic "core" values to 
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complex situations there will be disagreement even between those 
who belong to the same religious tradition or philosophical 
background. As was pointed out in the seminar discussion, the 
interpretation and application of values need to take account of 
different circumstances and of differences in time and place. 

We need a debate on values which is both intelligent and 
intelligible. It is not easy to offer the straightforward moral 
leadership for which many look. In a "soundbite" culture public 
debate is often impatient with qualified and balanced statements 
and prefers crude assertions and slogans which cannot match the 
complexity of real situations as they arise in actual life today. 

Diversity and Dialogue 
The development of our more diverse society in itself invites a 
debate on the extent to which we can find common moral ground. 
As was pointed out by Professor Parekh, the concept of "common 
values" can be used either to subvert, or to undergird, the notion 
of a plural society. Those who belong to the dominant cultural 
tradition may assert, without any real debate, that their own values 
are the "common values" of the society as a whole and other cultural 
traditions may then be seen as threats to the maintenance of these 
"common values" . Or "common values" can emerge from a process 
of debate which takes account of the perspectives of different groups 
within the society. so that these values are seen to be genuinely held 
in common. 

As was argued in the seminar, it is likely that in any society there 
will be a predominant tradition which shapes the values of a 
majority of that society's members. But that does not affect the 
desirability of seeking a wider consensus through participative 
dialogue. Nor is the value of the dialogue process simply a 
pragmatic one. Within the Jain tradition there is the concept of 
anekan tavada: the belief that no one perspective on an issue contains 
the whole truth. This points to the need to value the perspectives 
and experience of others so that diversity is not simply respected 
but is seen as being in itself a valuable resource for a society. This 
does not require us to embrace the much feared moral relativism and 
abandon concepts of right and wrong. A recognition of the relativity 
of our own position does not require us to accept the philosophical 
attitude expressed in relativism that there is no room for the concept 
of the absolute, whether in terms of a deity, or of absolute goodness 
or absolute truth. It means simply that we recognise that as finite 
human beings we can have only a relative grasp of the absolute. 
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To engage in the process of dialogue and seeking consensus 
therefore does not mean that in consequence we have to surrender 
our own beliefs and values. Each of us holds our own beliefs and 
values to be true (if not proven) as otherwise we would abandon 
them. But while retaining them we can still acknowledge the benefit 
which is to be gained from the process of debate with others and 
the value of the different contributions we can all make to this in 
the light of our different experience of the common reality we all 
inhabit. 

So the contribution of all to the debate on values is not only to 
be welcomed on grounds of social justice and participation but also 
as a potential source of enrichment and enlightenment for ourselves. 
The circle of this debate needs to be an inclusive one because we all 
have something to contribute to it. We also need a dialogue which 
does not remain at the level of a distant politeness but engages in 
discussion in depth of the values which our traditions and 
philosophies have to offer in addressing particular sets of ethical 
issues, as we seek to identify areas of agreement on these and to 
understand better the reasons for disagreement. 

Turning Abstract Values into Virtuous Lives 
During the seminar some concern was expressed that an abstract 
debate on values can be a sterile process. This is certainly the case 
if the fruits of the debate are not carried over into the lives we lead. 
There was widespread agreement that it is important not simply to 
identify values which we hold in common but also to find ways in 
which we can "energise" not merely the pursuit of the good, but 
the "love of the good" .  Here the distinction drawn between "values" 
and "virtues" is a useful one: values need to be put into effect in 
living virtuous lives. 

In this context there was a natural focus in the discussion on the 
role of values in the education of children, with whom the future 
of our society rests. Chief Rabbi Dr Jonathan Sacks and others 
stressed the crucial roles of home, school and community and the 
need for these three contexts to be in alignment in promoting a 
coherent framework for the moral development of children and 
young people. But it was recognised that moral values cannot 
satisfactorily be taught as abstract entities. They need to be lived 
out to provide examples which young people will want to follow. 
The ethos of a school needs to be exemplified in the life of the school 
community and it will be of no use for adults to exhort children and 
young people to lead moral lives if they fail to live exemplary lives 
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themselves. "Do as I say and not as I do" is never a very effective 
piece of advice! 

The Public and the Private Realms 
The suggestion is sometimes made that it is possible to distinguish 
between our private behaviour and personal relationships on the 
one hand and on the other our public conduct in the wider society 
in which we live. This may hold true to some extent and there has 
been a nervousness about the intrusion of the state into matters of 
"private" morality. But the seminar discussion recognised that the 
private and the public inevitably interact and that there does need 
to be a moral coherence between our private and public values. 

There was some discussion about the distinction between the 
basic requirements of civic society and the more specifically political 
process, including the role of the state. There are widely different 
views about the extent and character of the role which government 
and our other public institutions should play within society. But 
there would be general agreement that the political process must 
never be regarded as a "value free zone": morality is concerned 
with the whole of human life. As has been said, all political issues 
are moral ones even if not all moral issues are political ones. 
Moreover, many would argue that public policy and action 
programmes have a significant impact on the kind of lives which 
people can in practice lead and on whether particular values are 
encouraged or discouraged within society. Values are clearly central 
not only to the personal but also to the social and civic dimensions 
of our lives. 

A Shared Ethic for Our Journey Together 
There are those who believe passionately in the desirability of a 
plural society and hold this to be the ideal. Others may see pluralism 
as a passing phenomenon and hope that the time will come when 
everyone follows their particular religious tradition and adopts its 
beliefs. But, regardless of which of these positions they hold, most 
people will recognise that in the present time we need to find ways 
in which we can live equitably and fruitfully together as fellow 
citizens within our shared society, drawing on the common values 
we do have. 

We need to transcend a narrow individualism to forge a binding 
and mutual commitment to seek the common good. We need to 
have a "shared ethic" for our encounter and for our journey together 
which leads us to behave in ways which create the trust and security 
which will enable us to be honest and open with another. A deep 
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and trusting dialogue is required if we are to overcome the barriers 
of misunderstanding which history has built. If, in this process, we 
are to benefit from the understanding and experience which others 
can bring to our common life together, then we all need to practice 
humility and self criticism. 

The Inter Faith Network for the UK has as its central purpose the 
building of good relations between people of different faiths and 
beliefs and the promoting of mutual understanding between them. 
Those of us involved in its work believe that a willing acceptance 
of the need to come together in mutual respect and openness is in 
itself a crucial "value" and its practice in our personal lives and the 
lives of our communities a crucial "virtue" . It is part of our mutual 
obligation to respect and value one another as fellow human beings. 
Through affirming with commitment and conviction the values 
which we share with others we can help to nurture these values 
more effectively within our society and in the process provide it 
with surer moral foundations. 

Conclusion 
There has always been a debate about morality and there no doubt 
always will be. Bishop Gavin Reid referred to the suggestions which 
have been made by the Churches for a nationwide debate on values 
linked to the Millennium and involving in it everyone, of different 
faiths and of none. We hope that the Network's recent seminar will 
prove to have been a useful contribution to the development of that 
debate and a better understanding of the concepts with which it 
will need to deal. 
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Opening of the Seminar 

The members of the seminar were welcomed to Barnard' s Inn Hall 
by Dr Andreas Prindl, President of Gresham College. He explained 
that the College was founded in 1597 by Sir Thomas Gresham when 
it had seven professors, one to teach on each day of the week, and 
lectures were given at 12  noon in Latin and at l.OOpm in English. 
Today, Gresham College offers a wide range of public lectures and 
organises seminars on a variety of topics. It has a concern itself for 
issues of values and it was therefore most appropriate for the 
College to host the seminar. 

Mr Om Parkash Sharma, President of the National Council of 
Hindu Temples and Co-Chair of The Inter Faith Network, 
thanked Dr Prindl for his words of welcome and expressed 
gratitude to Gresham College for its willingness to allow its 
facilities to be used for the seminar. He explained that his Co-Chair, 
the Rt Revd Roy Williamson, Anglican Bishop of Southwark, was 
due to have chaired the day's proceedings but was unable to do so 
because of illness. Mr Sharma had asked the Network's Director, 
Mr Brian Pearce, who had been responsible for making 
arrangements for the day's seminar to steer the day's proceedings 
after the first keynote address. Mr Sharma went on to set the scene 
for the seminar. 

Mr Sharma: As you know, the title of our seminar is "The 
Quest for Common Values" . Some horrifying incidents have taken 
place in our society in recent years, such as the murder of little 
jamie Bulger and the stabbing of the London headmaster, 
Philip Lawrence. These have led to good deal of soul searching 
about the moral state of our society. There have been suggestions 
that we have lost our way in moral terms as a society. There 
have also been suggestions that because we are now a more 
plural and religiously diverse society this may have led to a greater 
degree of fragmentation. Many people are asking whether there is 
indeed a set of common values which we share and which can 
underpin our society. These are some of the issues we intend to 
tackle today. 

To open our proceedings, I have the very greatest pleasure in 
introducing our keynote speaker who has been at the forefront of 
the recent debate on values in the Britain of today. He is Chief Rabbi 
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Or Jonathan Sacks. His books and articles and radio talks on this 
topic will be known to many of us . We are delighted to have this 
opportunity to welcome him for the first time to a meeting under 
the auspices of The Inter Faith Network and we look forward with 
great interest to what he has to say to us. 
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Presentation by 

Rabbi Dr Jonathan Sacks 
Chief Rabbi of the United Hebrew Congregations of the 

Commonwealth 

It is a great privilege to join you this morning and to share in your 
and our quest for common values. It is an even greater privilege for 
a speaker to be allowed to be totally superfluous! Your other 
speakers today, all of them combined represent a formidable array 
of expertise. It is tremendous to have with us Or Nicholas Tate of 
SCAA, who has done so much to advance this particular project and 
this general debate; Monica Taylor, the Chair of the Values 
Education Council, which will take this debate forward in the years 
to come; Professor Bhikhu Parekh, who has written so brilliantly 
about this subject; Bishop Gavin Reid, who, together with his 
working group on the Millennium, has done so much to ensure 
that this will hopefully be more than a giant ferris wheel on the 
South Bank and will be an event of real moral and spiritual depth. 
Since they will say everything that needs to be said, I intend to step 
back from the contemporary debate and to look at the issues of 
today from a very distant historical perspective. From there we can 
perhaps see a little more clearly than we can from close to. 

Today we are in the middle of a Jewish festival, the festival of 
Chanukah, which is known as the Festival of Lights, during which 
on each day for eight days we light the candelabra in our homes to 
remind us of the candelabrum that once burned in the Temple 
Jerusalem, each night adding an extra candle. I want, if I may, to 
tell the story of Chanukah as a story of a search for common values. 
In fact, I am going to tell the story of the story of Chanukah. 

What, at the simplest, most external level, is the story of 
Chanukah? During the reign of Alexander the Great, Greek 
influence spread as his conquest cut through great swathes of Africa 
and Asia. One of the areas that came under Greek rule was Israel, 
first under the branch of the Ptolemies which was based in Egypt 
and then under the Seleucids based in Syria. So Jews for the first 
time came face to face with Greek culture. Many Jews welcomed 
this; after all, Greek culture was dazzling in terms of its military 
prowess, its art and architecture, its drama and its philosophy and 
some Jews were fascinated and intrigued and became more Greek 
than the Greeks. Others, of course, resisted, seeing it as all together 
too physical, too material, too pagan a culture for Jewish tradition. 
Those were the tensions in the air for a century. 
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However, it came to a point in the year 1 67 BCE when a Seleucid 
ruler, Antiochus IV, decided forcibly to impose cultural assimilation 
on the Jews of Israel. A statue to Zeus was erected in the Temple 
and Jerusalem was turned into a Greek polis. A series of decrees 
were issued that in effect forbad Jews to practice their religion. That 
resulted in a rebellion centred around some religious Jews, around 
the family of the High Priest Mattathias the Hasmonean and one 
of his sons in particular, Judas Maccabeus, who organised resistance 
to Greek rule. At first, there were only a handful of guerilla fighters. 
The early rebels were nearly all killed. One reason was that their 
leaders were religious and could not fight a battle on the Sabbath 
and therefore when there was a battle on a Sabbath they were 
completely wiped out. Then, after three years of fighting, a relatively 
small group of people won one of the great victories of all time 
against the Seleucid army and re-conquered Jerusalem and 
re-dedicated the Temple. That is why we celebrate Chanukah, or 
more precisely, that is why they celebrated Chanukah, which means 
rededication. 

That is the story of Chanukah as it is told in the histories of the 
time by the ancient Greeks and by Jewish historians in the First 
Book of Maccabees. It is still, to some extent, the story that we tell. 

However, this is only the "outer" story. Because if that were to 
be the totality of Chanukah we would not be celebrating it today 
and for the last 1900 years. Why so? Because 230 years later, around 
the years of 66-72 CE, a new opposing force appeared in the Middle 
East and in Israel specifically, namely the Romans. Again, there was 
a Jewish rebellion. This time it was a disaster. The result was that 
Jerusalem was reconquered by the Romans, the Second Temple was 
destroyed, and all vestiges of Jewish sovereignty were lost. 
Everything that had been regained was now lost and we know from 
the evidence of the ancient Rabbinic literature that in many parts 
of Israel the festival of Chanukah was not observed because there 
was nothing now left to celebrate. So, as the Talmud records, there 
was a proposal to abolish Chanukah. 

So, how is it that Chanukah is evidently not abolished after all 
and that we still celebrate it? It was at that stage that a very different 
story which had been recorded in the literature suddenly became 
significant. It was a little story, recorded in probably the first 
document of Rabbinic Judaism, the scroll called Megillat Ta' anit, the 
scroll of Fast Days and Festivals, which told the following story. 
When the victorious Maccabee rebels entered the Temple which 
they had conquered, they found in it one cruse of oil which had not 
been defiled by pagan rites and with this they were able to re-light 
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the sacred candelabrum in Jerusalem, the menorah, and, by a 
miracle, the light, which should have burned for one day, instead 
lasted for eight days. That is the story recorded in Megillat Ta'anit 
and, of course, it became a great symbol of the eternal renewal of 
the Jewish spirit or, should we say, in that phrase which became the 
subtitle of Jewish history, in the words of the Prophet Zechariah: 
Je':i

.
sh people survive "not by might, nor by power, but by my 

Spmt, says the Lords of Hosts." Because that symbol and that story 
remained, and because it was re-enacted in Jewish family homes in 
the form of lighting the candelabrum, that is why Chanukah 
survived. The story of the great military victory is not its point, but 
the story of the oil in the lamp that survived. 

Now I want to ask a very simple question: How is it that Jews 
were telling two different stories about the same event? It is, of 
course, a common saying that when in other cultures people have 
conversations, Jews have arguments! 

There was a fundamental division in the Jewish people in the 
early centuries. According to the historian Josephus, the Jewish 
people were divided into three groups. There were Essenes, 
Sadducee� and Pharisees. Essenes belonged to a group of 
apocalyptic sects and were expecting the Millennium and the 
imminent overthrow of civilisation. Who were the Sadducees? They 
were the governing elite and also provided the Temple priesthood. 
They were guilty in the eyes of many Jews of the cardinal sin in 
Judaism of combining kingship and priesthood, politics and 
religion, which in Jewish tradition have always been kept apart. The 
Sadducees were a religious group but we can call them the party 
of the state, of the central institutions of the government and the 
Temple in Jerusalem. Who were the Pharisees? Or, more precisely, 
to get away from that word which has bad connotations, who were 
the Rabbis? Rabbis saw the centre of Jewish life, not in government 
or the Temple, but rather in three things: the home, as the centre of 
religious ritual; the synagogue, as the centre of community; and the 
school, as a centre of continuity for the transmission of the 
community's values from one generation to the next. 

What was the difference between the Sadducees and the 
Pharisees? Put in simple terms, the Sadducees were interested in the 
�tate, the Phar�s.ees of Rabbinic Judaism were interested in society, 
m the non-political aspects of the way we live together. Today, we 
would say they were interested in community. That is how two 
different stories emerged. On the one hand we have the story of the 
state, about the military victory of the Hasmoneans who recovered 
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Jewish sovereignty and rebuilt the Jewish state and on the other 
we have a more modest story about lighting candles. 

How was it that the Sadducees, who were at the time the most 
powerful group, the ruling class, lost the argument? What happened 
to that little group of religious individuals, who used to gather in 
small rooms together and who were without much political 
influence? What led them to emerge so rapidly as the most powerful 
force in Jewish life, indeed the dominant force for the next 2,000 
years. This is the real story. Here we come to the crux. Chanukah 
began with a war for the survival of Jewish identity in the face of 
the surrounding Hellenistic culture. Initially, the first military 
victory led Jews to think that is how you win: you fight a battle and 
you defeat your enemies. That is how you win the battle for your 
identity. However, over time they realised that the real battle for 
identity is not fought in the arena of war, but it is fought and won 
by sustaining a way of life and its values over time. That is the only 
way to win the battle and, in that way, the fortresses are the schools, 
the heroes are the teachers and the weapons are not swords but 
books. 

By the middle of the first century CE, already before the 
destruction of the Second Temple, the Rabbis had organised an 
entire national, universal and compulsory system of education: a 
massive network of schools sustained through communal funds, 
from age 6 to age 1 7, the first, I believe, of its kind anywhere. They 
thus laid the groundwork for the survival of Judaism across the 
world until today. In the battle for the survival of their identity and 
their way of life, the Ministry of Defence was transformed into the 
Ministry of Education. That was the crucial development. The 
Second Temple was destroyed in the year 70 CE. A hundred years 
later there were no more Essenes and there were no more 
Sadducees. All that were left were Pharisees, the Rabbis, because 
they had foreseen the nature of the battle and had prepared for it 
and they dominated the Jewish world during the centuries that 
followed. 

That is why Judaism survived. Instead of a people which owed 
its identity to being a nation with an army it became a people which 
owed its identity and its survival to three things: the strength of the 
home, the strength of the synagogue and the strength of the Jewish 
school. That is the story of the story of Chanukah. That is how, over 
the course of two centuries, one story was succeeded by another. It 
is how Jews moved from being a group of people predicated on a 
state to a group of people who owed their survival to a society. 
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It seems to me that this is not unlike what is happening to us 
now. Because we have been faced with a series of formidable 
problems: family breakdown, rising crime, self-reinforcing cycles 
of poverty, the rise in depressive illness among adults and among 
children and so on. We have begun to recognise that the most 
serious issues we face are social problems. And what do I mean by 
social? I mean they are problems that cannot be solved by us acting 
alone as individuals. They are problems that can only be partially 
solved by the State acting on our behalf. These are problems that 
can only be solved by society, by all of us acting together. That is a 
very profound shift in the terms of the contemporary debate. You 
have seen that shift in a whole range of thinkers in this country from 
all across the political spectrum, as unlike one another as Professor 
A.H. Halsey, Roger Scruton, David Selborne, John Gray, and we 
have a very distinguished representative of this school in our midst 
today, Melanie Philips, who has taken this argument forward so 
much in her book and in her journalism, and many others. It is 
what is called on the right of politics "civic conservatism" and what 
is called on the middle and left of politics "communitarianism". It 
is no coincidence that there have suddenly emerged into the 
forefront of public debate the three issues that emerged 2,000 years 
ago when Judaism faced a crisis in its continuity: the three issues 
of family, community and schools, together with that framework 
of values that knits all three into an interlocking and mutually 
supportive relationship. That is what happens when we realise that 
the problems we face are problems of society rather than of the 
state. Every culture faces these problems if it is to survive and 
everything comes back to those three institutions and the set of 
values that relate to them. I told the Chanukah story because it is 
the same crisis in which we Jews found ourselves a little over 2,000 
years ago. 

What I think is so valuable about the SCAA report on the teaching 
of values in schools is precisely that it begins with this 
understanding. It asks the right questions. It asks about the ways 
in which schools might be supported in teaching values and it asks 
what might be the values that schools should teach, or to quote the 
report, "to promote, on society's behalf" . Or Tate and SCAA's 
National Forum saw from the very beginning that schools cannot 
do it alone. They have to do it in conjunction with families and 
communities, all three working together within a shared framework 
of values. There is no other way of doing it. Schools are not 
independent variables; they cannot function alone; they certainly 
cannot succeed alone. 
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The question is, can it be done in a society as diverse as ours? I 
think it can, for an obvious reason. People make a massive mistake 
when they confuse our religious, our ethnic and our cultural 
diversity with moral diversity. I think those are quite different 
things. It is surely the case that we tell different stories and we 
celebrate different rituals. We sing different songs. We give different 
reasons for what we do. However, any enduring faith or culture 
will find a central place for those three values of the family, the 
community and the school and for linking them together because 
this is the only way that a civilisation can persist across time. It has 
been my experience in working with other faith communities that 
despite profound differences in narrative, ritual and culture, we 
share a striking similarity in our commitment to those institutions 
and values. What is more, one of the most helpful features of British 
society over the last three or four years, has been that at moments 
of crisis when a call goes out, as it did after the killing of Jamie 
Bulger, after the murder of Philip Lawrence and after Prances 
Lawrence's marvellously moving call to our society, there has been 
a very profound sense that a national chord has been sounded, a 
collective mood expressed. I believe there is far greater consensus 
than we allow to be imagined and that it is there ready to be 
articulated: not in great detail but in broad outline. 

We have to guard against the establishment of this consensus 
being politicised, particularly in the period leading up to a general 
election. We have to develop, and insist on, a rather longer attention 
span than the modern sound bite, when it is decided to reduce the 
length of "Thought for Day" from three minutes to 2 minutes 45 
seconds on the grounds that this is the length of the listeners' 
attention span! We have at least to make the case that it may 
conceivably take more than 2 minutes and 45 seconds to articulate 
the moral problems of our society! Whenever people discuss 
morality in public life they quote Macaulay's famous essay on Byron 
from 1843 where he says that nothing is so ridiculous as the British 
public in one of its periodic fits of morality. Macaulay is supposed 
to be saying that we should not moralise in public, but, of course, 
Macaulay never said that and never believed that. He was one of 
the great Victorian moralists. To what did he object? He objected 
to the culture of the soundbite or what he called "periodic fits". He 
was not against discussing morality in public, but against discussing 
it for 5 seconds and then forgetting it for five years until the next 
scandal or the next crisis. That is what he meant. In other words, if 
we are to sustain a debate, it must be sustained at a level of 

16 

seriousness in our collective discourse which lifts i t  from the merely 
trivial. 

I can say against anyone who is pessimistic about the possibility 
of changing the climate of opinion: Do not be. Because, speaking 
from personal experience, when I first raised these questions about 
the family, community, culture and the transmission of tradition six 
years ago in my Reith Lectures, I felt myself to be a very lonely voice 
indeed. Today, only six years later, I feel myself to be part of a 
collective mood in which many voices are taking part. That is in 
only six years. It took 200 years for Jews to make the cultural shift 
from Chanukah as a military story about victory to Chanukah as a 
moral and spiritual story about lighting candles. That did not 
happen without intense argument and division, but in the end it 
did. So it will be, I believe, that our own society will make that 
same transition from state to society and to the institutions which 
sustain society which are inherently moral institutions. It will, and 
i t  must, because at the end of the day we are social animals and 
that, by definition, means moral animals. Therefore we will always 
seek to rebuild the institutions that sustain and animate our moral 
and social life. 

* * * 

Questions and discussion following Dr Sacks' Presentation 

Ms Humera Khan: In this seminar we are talking as members of a 
number of different religious traditions. Taking on board other 
people's particular histories can be problematic for us. I empathise 
with your desire to distinguish in terms of Jewish history the 
political and social spheres and to focus on the social one, but is not 
part of our problem in Britain today a political one? You have 
emphasised the role of the family. But unless there is support at the 
political level for families, for dealing with their health and 
L'ducation needs and alleviating these and other pressures on the 
family, particularly in minority communities, surely it is going to 
he difficult to develop the kind of society we want? 

Chief Rabbi Dr Jonathan Sacks: There are perhaps two issues 
here. Can we pursue values, which both you and I will want to set 
within a religious framework, in a culture and society where people 
come from different religious backgrounds and many people have 
no religious framework for their lives at all? I believe that we can, 
because there are certain central values that are shared in any 
civilisation which persists over time. Firstly, there is a set of moral 
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rules, for example, "Do unto others as you would have them do 
unto you", "Love your neighbour". They are all summarised by 
C.S. Lewis at the end of his book "The Abolition of Man" where he 
lists the basic set of moral rules which all cultures share. 

Secondly, there is a set of moral virtues. There are lots of different 
games such as soccer, rugby and cricket. But what is in common 
between them is that anyone who is to play any kind of game needs 
to have certain skills and certain training. He has to exercise, to be 
fit, to have good brain-body coordination, and has to be capable of 
working in a team and so on. If we apply this to the moral life, even 
though we envisage families differently, you will need a set of 
virtues such as honesty, integrity, trustworthiness and persistence: 
the entire catalogue of virtues that the SCAA report has listed. Since 
Aristotle these virtues have been identified and many of them have 
remained stable throughout time. So again, we agree on moral 
virtues. 

Thirdly, and very importantly, there is another set of virtues that 
exist in a society where people are different from one another. These 
have been called the "liberal virtues" and without all of us 
displaying these virtues we are not going to get along at all: these 
are respect for differences; the ability to listen; the ability to present 
a reasoned case; a respect for impartial procedures; and a 
willingness to compromise in the public, if not in the private, 
domain. These liberal virtues are essential to any society that is not 
a homogenous one. So there are three elements which we will all 
hold in common whatever our tradition may be and I think that 
we can identify very important areas of agreement on these matters 
even if our religious histories are different ones. 

Ms Humera Khan: I question whether it is possible to create a 
"universal" set of "values and morals" which reflect the diversity 
in our community. Inevitably in trying to set a "universal 
perspective" we will have to compromise on "language" and even 
"perspective" in order to "fit in" with it. Therefore, it is inevitable 
that the criteria of the majority culture for the values and norms of 
society will be the dominant ones. This is not necessarily negative 
as long as we are upfront about it. In this context, I have an 
expectation that Christianity will take the lead. Is it not inevitable 
in any society that the majority perspective dominates and that its 
language, perspective and norms will influence how other religions, 
cultures and perspectives "fit in" to any supposedly "universal" set 
of values and norms? 
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Chief Rabbi D r  Jonathan Sacks: Everyone comes from a particular 
nll tural perspective. The Jewish community represents only a half 
a percent of the population of this country. Traditionally Jews have 
not taken their beliefs into the public domain. Today, quite 
dl'liberately, I told a Jewish story to a non-Jewish audience. We 
have to learn that each of us can tell our story and that we can tell 
it to people who do not come from where we come from. That takes 
a lot of courage and a lot of care because we tend to be very 
t>mbarrassed about sharing our stories, which are very precious to 
us, with people who do not hold them sacred and when we tell our 
story we have to tell it in terms that other people understand. In the 
l lindu, Jewish, Muslim, Sikh and other communities we have to 
n•cognise that we are part of a larger community called "society" 
,md that we need to engage in a public conversation within that 
society. We have to be ready to broadcast and to use public debate. 
If we want other people to respect the fact that we are different, 
Wl' in turn have to respect the fact that those other people are 
d ifferent. It takes a long time to get to this stage but we are getting 
t here and that is one of the great strengths of this country. We have 
to  get there because otherwise you will find that the stronger our 
individual identities are the more conflicting and ghettoised our 
society becomes. So the short answer is that we have to talk together. 
l l u t  you know that already! 
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Presentation by 

Dr Nicholas Tate 
Chief Executive, School Curriculum and Assessment Authority 

Thank you for inviting me to speak at this seminar. As the head of 
an organisation, the School Curriculum and Assessment Authority 
(SCAA), which has tried to do its bit to further your own aim of 
promoting "mutual respect and understanding between the 
different faith communities in this country", through our work on 
religious education, I am delighted to take part in this discussion 
of common values. It is a topic on which my organisation has done 
a great deal of work over the last year and it is also a topic close to 
my heart. 

This seminar comes at a crucial time for this work. The 
consultation on the recommendations of our National Forum on 
Values in Education and the Community has just come to an end. 
We are collating responses to the consultation exercise in 
preparation for a further meeting of the Forum in January after 
which we will be submitting advice on ways forward both to my 
Authority and to the Secretary of State for Education and 
Employment.* 

I cannot share with you the findings of the consultation exercise 
in advance of finalising the analysis and submitting it first to the 
Forum. But I should like to take the opportunity of clarifying what 
we have been trying to achieve and putting right a few 
misconceptions. 

As part of the consultation, groups of parents were asked to 
comment on each of the Forum's proposed statements of value. 
Although these parents were generally supportive of the statements, 
according to the report on the consultation which I have just been 
given, they viewed with scepticism the idea of a "shared moral 
code" asking - (and I quote from the report) "Whose moral code 
would this be?" 

This is a very revealing question. Their assumption, it seems, is 
that different groups, or perhaps different people, have different 
moral codes, that there are no beliefs about morality that are shared 
by all of us. Why else would they ask "whose moral code" are we 
going to ask schools to promote? 

It was precisely this mindset that prompted our initiative in the 
first place. It is not only parents who think that the differences 

*Note The National Forum's Statement on Values is at Annex A to this report. 
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hl'l ween us prohibit agreement on morality. It is also, 
unsurprisingly perhaps, young people. My colleague, Marianne 
Talbot, who is working with SCAA on this exercise and teaches 
phi losophy at Brasenose College, Oxford, tells me that her first year 
phi losophy undergraduates come up to Oxford believing that 
morality is a matter of personal taste and that, therefore, one cannot 
properly argue about moral matters. One also finds frequently 
<llnong trainee teachers the fear that if they impose moral values 
upon their pupils they will somehow be violating the autonomy of 
these young people who ought to be free to choose their own moral 
code. 

The sources of these attitudes lie partly in the complexity and 
d iversity of our society; partly in the decline of organised religion; 
pmtly in Marxism, with its notion that ideas and values are 
instruments of oppression; partly in the pervasive post-modernism 
which threatens to replace truth with the idea that everything is 
discourse, fiction or construct. I would love to explore further the 
origins of these attitudes. However, I do not propose to do so, both 
because of lack of time and because my views on these matters 
were quite cleverly parodied in The Times Educational Supplement 
last week. It was an accurate, and not entirely unsympathetic, 
p<uody. It had me referring to the Chief Rabbi, which I frequently 
do, as I have been much influenced by his writings and because he 
is so very quotable. 

Suffice it to say that we set out to challenge these attitudes and 
to show that whatever our differences our common humanity 
l'nables us to achieve consensus on much of what we value, and 
this in turn ensures that we can co-operate in the search for moral 
t ruth. Last January we started the exercise by holding a conference 
on moral and spiritual education at which delegates agreed that it 
was important to try and identify these values. To do this, many 
felt, would be to recover a language of morality, lost to many people 
through the decline of organised religion, and to help us reaffirm 
our membership of a community defined by certain shared beliefs. 
The latter is crucial. All or most previous societies and cultures 
have had a shared story to tell themselves about who they were, 
where they came from and where they were going. 

This country, which for most of its history has been a fairly 
monolithically Christian country, had such a shared story once. It 
was based on the narratives of the Bible. One hears it loud and clear 
in the literature of the Middle Ages. One hears it still in Tudor and 
Stuart times: in the sonnets and sermons of Donne, and (loud and 
clear still) in the poems of Milton. People continued to hear it 
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throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, in the Book of 
Common Prayer and the Authorised Version of the Bible, but 
weakening now and competing with contrary voices. Then, finally, 
in our century, the story peters out. It has now almost ceased to be 
heard within the wider society (and our educational system has 
some responsibility for that) and even, at times, within the Church. 

Clearly, what we now have are a number of different stories, 
co-existing within a society which is religiously more plural than it 
ever was. It is a reflection of that society that we are all gathered 
here today. What we also now have, and this is what is unique about 
modern society, is a majority who do not appear to share any of 
these traditional stories and who, moreover, have been unable to 
replace them with any kind of new story based on a post-religious 
view of the world. Richard Dawkins may be doing his best, but I 
don't sense that his particular Darwinian view - and Darwin 
undoubtedly tells a story - is widely shared even among the many 
people in our society who lack religious beliefs. And even where it 
is shared people lack a shared sense of its implications for their lives. 

All this makes the task of education and of organisations like 
SCAA very difficult indeed. It is not surprising that those involved 
in education feel that the issues are too big for them to resolve or 
that they have come to feel that certain things are best not even 
talked about. Nor is it surprising that people tried to discourage 
me from embarking on our current SCAA initiative on the grounds 
that it would be too difficult and controversial. It is also not 
surprising that people turn with relief to the kind of relativist and 
post-modernist views I have been describing. How much easier if 
all values, and even knowledge, were simply matters of choice and 
if education were seen as preparation for a soli psis tic world in which 
each individual constructs himself, makes his own fictions, creates 
his own universe, without any other foundation than that these 
fictions please him or her or are useful to him or her. Such a response 
to a world in a state of flux is hardly surprising. But it is not a 
sustainable basis either for society or for an education system. 

Our initiative through the Values Forum was designed to provide 
an alternative response to flux and pluralism based on a 
reaffirmation of those things we have in common. It was an attempt 
to fill a vacuum for those who had a vacuum to be filled. It was an 
attempt to reinstate a story that everyone could tell and that 
everyone could share, even though clearly for some people it was 
only the basis for other and more compelling stories that they also 
continue to tell within their particular traditions. Put like that our 
initiative was an ambitious one. That explains why it has attracted 
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so much attention, both positive and negative. We have been 
delighted by the support we received in the Forum from members 
of many different faiths and by the public statement of support for 
our initiative issued by the Council of Christians and Jews and 
l'ndorsed by the Archbishop of Canterbury, Cardinal Hume, the 
(_ 'hief Rabbi, Archbishop Gregorios of Thyateira and Great Britain, 
the Moderator of the Free Church Federal Council, and the 
Moderator of the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland. 

But we knew we would be attacked as well, both for the idea and 
the content of the proposals. The most recent assault, admittedly in 
my opinion a lightweight one, came yesterday with the publication 
of a pamphlet by Dr John Marenbon of Trinity College, Cambridge 
by the think tank Politeia. Because this is fresh in my mind and 
because it perpetuates some of the misconceptions about the 
1·xercise which have plagued us all along I will refer to it at a 
number of points during the final part of my talk. Let me list some 
of these misconceptions. 

First, some critics (in this case not Dr Marenbon) fail to distinguish 
between what the moral consensus of our society actually is and 
what we might wish it to be. We have always been clear that the 
Forum's task was to establish the extent to which, within itself, there 
was a consensus and that SCAA would then see to what extent this 
mnsensus was shared by the wider society. It would have been 
quite inappropriate to have asked the Forum to evaluate the various 
moral codes that different people would like to persuade society to 
adopt and then decide which one it preferred. The Forum therefore 
l'annot be criticised for failing to insist, for example, that valuing 
human life means opposing abortion or that a family unit based on 
'' couple who have been through a wedding ceremony is superior 
to one based on a couple who have not. There is not a consensus 
within our society about these matters, even if there is a majority 
view. To recognise that this is so is not to make a moral judgement, 
1•i ther way, on these issues. Nor is it to adopt the relativist position 
that these are simply matters of opinion or taste. It is just to 
n•cognise a fact. 

The second misconception, linked to the first, is that the Forum's 
statement of values was intended to replace other moral codes and 
provide the blueprint for a new moral order. Again the problem 
mmes from assuming that 'what is' - the actual consensus - is 
"what ought to be" . But no one ever made that equation. The 
purpose of the exercise was to re-establish the notion that there was 
,, moral consensus, to identify what it consisted of, and to use it as 
,, basis for a renewed moral consciousness within society. Critics of 
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the statement the Forum has formulated do not appear to disagree 
with what is in it, just to demand that it be added to and made 
more precise. 

These demands also reveal another misunderstanding: that the 
statement is designed to be the sole basis of moral instruction in 
schools. This is perhaps not surprising given that it went out for 
consultation under the aegis of SCAA However, we have always 
been clear that its purpose, as far as schools are concerned, is to 
identify the consensus about values that society is authorising 
schools to pass on to the next generation on its behalf. We have not 
suggested that schools have to adopt it in this form, or that it be 
added to the National Curriculum, or that it be taught didactically. 

Nor have we suggested that the values outlined in the statement 
are exhaustive. Clearly any statement of values that are common 
to us all will leave out values that are very important to certain 
groups or indeed to a majority of people within a society. Many 
schools, for example, require children to be presented with 
opportunities and experiences through which they see a stable, 
loving and lifelong marriage as a normal and desirable feature of 
life. Nothing we have said conflicts with this. A Government that 
is keen to encourage such relationships, as the best basis for bringing 
up children and of minimising social problems (and these are 
matters which are legitimate concerns of Government), might even 
wish to encourage this. 

Our intention, however, has been to provide schools with a 
structure for developing their own statements of values, following 
discussions with parents, teachers, governors and students. It was 
always envisaged that schools would wish to turn the Forum's 
statements of shared values and principles for action into more 
precise rules, for example into "do's" and "don'ts" that habituate 
students into the right sort of behaviour. 

I fully agree that schools need to have codes of behaviour about 
cheating, stealing, bullying, courtesy, litter, respect for property and 
all these very important things that are vital for young people's 
moral development. But these are things best dealt with at school 
level, not through national prescription. Almost all schools have lists 
of rules: Indeed our recent survey showed that only 8% do not. 
Many have agreed statements of values. But many - 36% according 
to our recent survey - do not. The aim of the exercise was to 
support schools in their delivery of a moral and spiritual education: 
to give teachers confidence in the knowledge that the values they 
promote are ours and not simply theirs. 

24 

Finally, the idea that we were somehow trying to impose a moral 
mde on the nation rather than just proclaiming (and celebrating) 
I he existence of a consensus has led some of our critics to suggest, 
r<lther uncharitably, that we have been less than honest in our efforts 
lo gauge people's views. Or Marenbon for example, suggests in his 
pamphlet that we set up a conference with "carefully chosen 
delegates" and published a report of its deliberations "presented 
so as to justify a particular course of action". Similarly, one of the 
members of a small dissenting minority on the Forum, who were 
keen that we presented as a consensus something that I am afraid 
was clearly not part of a consensus, has implied in an article in The 
Times that we have somehow slanted the consultation on the 
Forum's statement to exclude the views of parents and of the general 
public. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. The consultation has 
consisted of a MORI poll of a representative sample of adults, 
questionnaires to a structured sample of 3,000 schools and 700 
organisations on our general mailing list, structured face to face 
meetings with groups of parents, teachers and school governors, 
and an analysis of unsolicited responses, and there have been many 
from members of the public. In response to enquiries, these 
members of the public were sent our consultation document, but 
not a questionnaire, both because it would have been inappropriate 
to have mixed up a representative sample with a self-selected one 
and because of the impossibility of constructing a questionnaire 
capable of dealing with the miscellany of issues one normally finds 
i n  responses by the general public to a wide-ranging set of issues. 
But we are recording and analysing all such there responses and 
will report them accurately to my Authority and to Ministers. 

The whole storm in a teacup about the consultation is in itself a 
reflection, I fear, of the moral climate in which we operate. There is 
still such a climate of cynicism and distrust that far too many people 
assume the worst of those with whom they disagree. By demonising 
their opponents, they excuse their own sometimes unethical 
behaviour. But theirs is a naive cynicism, attributing motives which 
are quite impossible and for which there is no evidence, and 
imagining conspiracies that bear no relation to the muddled way 
i n  which busy public bodies normally go about their business. It 
would be good if one effect of establishing shared values were to 
show people the common impulses that can lie behind disparate 
actions and to make people more inclined to give others the benefit 
of the doubt, at least in the first instance. We lack sufficient charity 
in public debate. 
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In conclusion, there are two alternatives to the search for common 
values. Neither in my view is an acceptable response to the problems 
of the kind of society in which we live. The first is to abandon the 
search and to promote, in particular through the state school system, 
a set of values which those in authority feel ought to be promoted 
but which are not generally shared within society. This was the line 
taken by a very small number of members of the SCAA Forum 
who, for example, wished us to use the statement of agreed values 
to insist on chastity before marriage. One may sympathise with the 
wish to re-state a position that has been an important part of the 
Christian tradition, and indeed of other traditions. One may also 
agree that it is important that young people learn that this has been, 
and still, is a strongly held view for many people. But it is clearly 
not the case that there is a consensus on such a position within our 
society. To try to base one's shared values on such a premise runs 
the risk of reinforcing people's assumption that there are no such 
things as shared values. 

The second alternative is to accept that there are no common 
values worth speaking of and to leave everyone, including children, 
to work out (or not) their own values. Some will be Roman 
Catholics; some will be Muslims; some will be postmodernists; 
some will be followers of New Age cults; some will find meaning 
in following the dictates of whatever latest fashion our consumerist 
society throws at them. And no one will have anything in common. 
Schools will likewise be free to take whatever moral line, or none, 
they and their parents wish. This appears to be the brave new 
libertarian world of Dr Marenbon's pamphlet, and it is a frightening 
one. It is frightening both because of its casual dismissal of the idea 
of a wider community, which though plural, is based on shared 
values and because of its failure to recognise the extent to which 
we live in a society in which many people are being brought up 
outside traditional belief systems. 

Therefore, I see no alternative to the search for, and promotion 
of, common values as the basis of a society in which people feel 
they belong and in which they have duties towards each other. You 
are an inter-faith network and I can see the problems that face you 
in searching for values shared by people of all faiths and none. 
Inevitably you want to go further. However, establishing the values 
we all share will, in my view, encourage people to think once again 
about the source of all values and maybe therefore to renew their 
acquaintance with God. That is an additional reason to work 
together, alongside men and women of good will of no faith, on the 
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l . tsk which our Forum was set and which, as I understand it, you 
have set yourselves in this seminar. 

* * * 

Questions and discussion following Dr Tate's Presentation 

Mrs Rosalind Preston: How have teachers responded to the 
current SCAA exercise on values? It may look as if we in society are 
vl'l again asking teachers to take on fresh and difficult burdens. 

Dr Nicholas Tate: It was only yesterday that I received the 
prdiminary analysis of our consultation process. But judging from 
the reports of the discussion groups which have met, the response of 
lt'ilchers seems to have been generally supportive and the messages 
which have been coming back are about wanting help in 
implementing this approach. I do think that there is in general an 
.Kceptance that it is the responsibility of schools to promote the 
development of young people. The Chief Rabbi pointed to the crucial 
role of schools as instruments in this work. But I think that schools 
do feel that they have not always been supported by the rest of society 
i n  what they are trying to do. A key part of our consultation has been 
to  seek views on how this support could best be provided. There has 
been a variety of suggestions on this, including the provision of model 
syl labuses (along the lines of the RE syllabuses produced recently), 
t he production of resource material and case studies. 

I do not sense that schools are seeking to evade their responsibility 
i n  this field but schools do get uneasy when it appears to be 
suggested that they have the sole responsibility for the moral 
development of young people. Clearly the primary responsibility 
I or this rests with the family and in the home, but the home and the 
school need to work together very closely. Sadly, for many of our 
children, the one stable institution in their life is the school which 
I hey attend. In their case the school has a particularly vital role to 
play. One of the depressing aspects of the Politeia pamphlet was its 
suggestion that moral purpose was irrelevant to education. But 
t h inkers about education, from Aristotle onwards, have seen the 
t noral development of young people as being at the very heart of 
1 't l ucation. 

Dr N J Prinja: I am not sure how far the Hindu point of view has 
been taken into account in the work of the SCAA Forum. Hindus 
do agree with the need to establish and promote a set of common 
values, but our concern is over how the teaching in schools of these 
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values is to be monitored. For example, in a discussion about how 
to teach a_bout human rights in Manchester schools, Muslim 
representatives proposed that the focus should be on Bosnia and 
�ashmir. In the case 

_
of one syllabus, of only one page in length, two 

hnes w�re spent talkmg about the struggle to have a Sikh homeland 
of Khahstan. People who come from those areas of the world will 
recognise that these are political issues. Is there not a serious risk 
that par

_
ticular political agendas will be promoted under the guise 

of teachmg about human rights? 

Dr N_icholas Tate: There were Hindu representatives in the Forum 
�longside tho.se of other f�ith� and we have been very keen to 
mvolve the �m�u. commumty m our work. You are pointing to the 
danger that I�dn�Idual tea�hers, and those who devise syllabuses 
a�d set exammat�on qu

_estwns, may treat issues in a biased way, 
Without necessa�Ily bem!? �"':'are that they are doing so. It is 
g�nerally recogmsed that It IS Important to be impartial in dealing 
With these matters. One of the recent Education Acts introduced a 
�pecifi� legal duty on schools to deal with political issues in an 
Impartial way because of instances in the early 1980s of material of 
a blatantly partisan kind being used in the classroom. So there is 
now a legal as well as a moral duty on schools to avoid this kind 
of unfortunate behaviour. 

The b�st way of tackling this concern is through making schools 
and the

_
Ir t�achers mor

_
e c�nscio�s 

_
of the underlying purpose of 

addressmg Issues of this kmd withm the curriculum. That is one 
reason why I would like to see model syllabuses and case studies 
and to include in the National Curriculum, when we come to revise 
it i� due course, some explicit r

_
ecognition of the responsibility 

which all schools have for promotmg moral education. This would 
make it easier to issue authoritative guidance for schools. There is 
already a statutory obligation, if in quite broad terms, for schools 
to promote the moral development of young people and the way 
that schools respond to that obligation is one of the matters looked 
at by OFSTEJ? in its inspections. I am sure that their inspectors are 
alert to the nsk of partisan treatment of sensitive topics. In terms 
of syllab_uses an

_d of examinations, it is my Authority's responsibility 
to momto� this and we do so. But we look to community 
representatives to draw our attention to situations in which it is 
believed that this impartiality has been broken. 

Dr Helen Haste: I found the SCAA document to be really quite 
good. But I have some worries. Firstly, it is very difficult to teach 
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human rights without becoming involved in political issues. Surely 
we have to recognise that it is not possible to separate the political 
lrom the moral, but that we need rather to find an acceptable way 
to deal with this overlap? 

Secondly, I am worried about the risk of confusing consensus 
w ith truth. It is a good post-modernist position to say that consensus 
may give good guidance on how we should live our lives. But while 
we can arrive at a consensus on values and go forward on that 
basis, we should not call this "truth" . The danger is that this would 
suggest that it derives from some kind of inspiration or external 
<J uthority of a kind which not all of us would acknowledge. 

Thirdly, we live in a plural society and we have to find a way of 
respecting the diversity of backgrounds within it. This is a 
conference under inter faith auspices. In passing you mentioned 
those who have no religious faith. I would in general terms share 
the world view of Professor Richard Dawkins. We have to recognise 
t hat many people are not followers of a particular faith and are 
therefore not part of a community of faith. So we cannot assume 
that everyone has a faith community to which they can return as a 
source of authority and inspiration for their lives and from which 
t hey can derive their values. In our public education system we 
have to find a way in which we can inspire young children to lead 
moral lives without suggesting that this means that they must come 
back to God in order to do so. It would not be appropriate for state 
schools to say so. We have to find a way that does not claim that 
moral values necessarily have to be derived solely from the 
synagogue, the church, the mosque or the temple, while at the same 
time respecting the position of faith communities. 

Dr Nicholas Tate: I was not suggesting that schools should tell 
young people to return to God but I would say that one of the 
consequences of pointing to a moral consensus would be that young 
people would begin to think about the sources of moral truth. They 
might indeed decide that the sources of this were other than God 
or might decide that the source was God. But it would not be 
appropriate to promote a particular faith stance in school. 

On the point about consensus and truth, I would say that one 
does not necessarily have to be a person of faith to believe that there 
is moral truth. Many people, including moral philosophers, would 
accept the notion of moral truth even if they would not necessarily 
ground this in a deity. So I think it is right to talk in such terms. 
Having established a factual consensus, which is all that I can claim 
has been done, one can view that consensus in different ways. Some 
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might see it simply as a consensus and nothing more; and see behind 
it a whole set of different stories. However, I would regard the kind 
of values which are shared within our society by people of all faiths 
and none (and indeed, as the Chief Rabbi said, which have been 
shared by previous cultures and civilisations), as having their basis 
in moral truth. No doubt many of us here would do so. But that 
does not mean that the role of SCAA is to commend these values 
as "the truth". 

Mr Huddleston: You rejected a didactic method of teaching 
values. So what do you have in mind in terms of the content of 
model syllabuses for moral education? 

Dr Nicholas Tate: I am very clear that moral education in schools 
consists of a number of different elements. Most importantly, it 
consists of the ethos and atmosphere of a school and that involves 
a whole variety of contributory factors and in particular depends 
on the vision and leadership of the headteacher. I would like to be 
commending to schools suggestions about good practice in that 
area. 

Secondly, there is a moral dimension to the wider curriculum. 
Again, in drawing attention to this, we have been misunderstood 
as trying, for example, to insert artificially a "moral" unit into an 
A-level maths syllabus, although there are indeed moral aspects to 
the teaching of mathematics. 

Thirdly, I do think that the ·explicit discussion of moral issues as 
part of an organised programme should be taken up by schools 
alongside the preparation of students for citizenship and telling 
people about the structures of the society in which they are living. 
I would like to see a variety of different programmes or syllabuses 
for schools that embrace the sort of matters which I have talked 
about and which are currently taught under the heading of PSE 
(Personal and Social Education). Our concern there is that this tends 
to focus on problems, crises and difficulties to do with health issues, 
AIDS, and sexual morality rather than dealing with moral issues 
as ones which arise across the whole of life. That is why a specific 
focus on values in education would be valuable. 
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Presentation by 

Ms Monica J. Taylor 
Chair, Values Education Council 

As Chair of the Values Education Council (VEC), I welcome the 
initiative of the Inter Faith Network, in orchestrating this seminar, 
which is very much in the spirit of VEC, to facilitate and promote 
discussion about values issues. I am both honoured and 
appreciative of the invitation to speak in such illustrious company. 

I want to speak from both personal and professional perspectives. 
Personally, I shall speak from a rather more secular position than 
the majority of you here would espouse, but one which is not 
unsympathetic to religion. I also note that I am the only female 
speaker - not an unusual position - and what I have to say may 
also be seen as coming from a female perspective. Professionally, I 
shall speak as an educationalist and on behalf of the membership 
of VEC. In its own way, VEC aims to bring together those with 
religious commitment and those without in an ongoing debate 
about values in education. 

Currently, VEC has over 30 individual members and 30 or so 
organisational members - including associations and university 
departments concerned with, for example, citizenship, technology, 
religious education, philosophy and sex education. Some of these 
organisations themselves have a large membership; one has over 
2,000 members. Many representatives of these organisations worked 
together for over three years before we established the VEC in 1995. 
I ts common focus is values. We see it as a bridge between different 
interest groups which also share an interest in values as one of their 
primary aims and purposes. 

VEC is concerned with both values education and values in 
education - thus with the way in which society and education 
interconnect. The purpose of the Values Education Council -
whose wording we weighed at some length - is "to promote and 
develop values education and values in education and to help 
individuals develop as responsible and caring persons and live as 
participating members of a pluralist society". 

The aims of VEC are to promote dialogue, provide a network, 
work together with those responsible for public policy and support 
I hose engaged in values education. At the moment VEC does not 
have prepared position statements. It is more concerned with taking 
sl'riously - valuing - the process of valuing - arriving at agreed 
v iews, than advocating particular substantive values as such. 
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In this light I should like to comment on the title of this seminar 
- both in terms of the 'quest' and 'common values'. In so doing, I 
hope to relate the contribution which the VEC and its member 
bodies can make to current deliberations, such as that initiated by 
SCAA with its National Forum on Values in Education and the 
Community, about which Nick Tate spoke. I also want to speak a 
little about a subject on which I imagine Bikhu Parekh will have 
more to say, namely, what the quest for common values means in 
a culturally diverse, pluralist society. For it is awareness of 
contemporary diversity in all its forms - sociat economk religious, 
cultural, and so on - which gives rise to debate about the nature 
of society and the kind of society in which we wish to live, which 
is, in turn, implied in the quest for common values. Embedded in 
what I say will be some values not commonly found in the more 
positive, content-oriented lists. 

I should also like to emphasise the extent to which it seems to 
me the values debate - especially the moral values debate, which 
I assume we are focusing on here - brings together the personat 
the professional and the political. I do not believe these debates are 
divorced from political realities. I know from two international 
conferences this year - the Journal of Moral Education's 25th 
anniversary conference (Morals for the Millennium), which had 
participants from 33 countries and every continent, and the more 
recent Association for Moral Education conference in Canada 
(Developing Personal and Social Responsibility: Practitioner and 
Researcher in Common Cause) that moral values concerns are 
shared globally. Indeed, in our own continent other European 
countries are demonstrating more continuing interest, involvement 
and commitment to values in education. 

The implementation of two of VEC's aims - promoting dialogue 
and influencing public policy - can be illustrated in relation to the 
SCAA Values Forum. I should say that I personally, but not as 
Chair of VEC, was a member of the Forum. VEC has responded to 
the SCAA consultation after consulting with as many member 
organisations as was possible in the limited time available. VEC 
member organisations are among the leading organisations 
concerned with values in education. Several such organisations and 
a few teacher unions sent me copies of their own responses. Their 
comments relate to the search for values in education and the 
community, not just as a matter of producing a list of values, but 
as to the process of discussion and dialogue. 

I, personally, and the VEC applaud the initiative of SCAA and 
the risk taken by Nick Tate in entering the murky waters of values. 
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I was glad to hear, just now, that he has no regrets. 
_
W�ilst 

. �t·knowledging the difficulty of the task, nevertheless, 1t 1s a 
n·vealing comment on values in education that we have had to 
w<Jit eight years for explicit attention to be given to values since the 
l ·:ducation Reform Act enjoined upon schools a 'balanced and 
broadly based curriculum which promotes the spirituat morat 
l ' l l l turat mental and physical development of pupils at the school 
,md of society'. The core curriculum of the National Curriculum has 
had absolute priority. Yet the values domain, and especially that of 
t he life of the schoot is the context into which the National 
( 'urriculum falls. Moreover, values penetrate all teaching and 
learning in the curriculum. 

The Forum looked not just at the work of schools but also at 
society, work and the family. One of its outcomes is a statement of 
V<llues and related principles for action, endorsed by members of 
the  Forum. I think it would be surprising if these 'values' - selt 
rL•Iationships, society, possibly less so the environment - were �ot 
t•ndorsed in the wider consultation. However, I also question 
whether they are what we usually mean by 'values' . Rather, they 
.1 ppear like "values domains" in which values issues, conflicts and 
choices occur. It seems to me that the Forum's statement may be 
seen as passing itself off as substantive content when it is rather 
bland and vacuous to the point that it rather resembles form only. 
By this I mean that the statement is clearly only a framework of 
values which schools, and perhaps other institutions, need to 
reinterpret and specify as guidance and rules appropriate to their 
own contexts. This, in turn, will suggest criteria for monitoring and 
l'Valuation. 

I was interested in Nick Tate's remarks about the misleading 
media publicity surrounding the Forum's statement, some of which 
suggested publication of a list of values, such a� honesty, taking 
personal responsibility for one's actions, or respectmg the nghts and 
property of others (which incidentally were 

.
r�commended to 

schools in the discussion document on Spmtual and Moral 
Development, reissued by SCAA in 1995) . Indeed, the R�search 
)-;roup of the Forum, of which I was a member, was particularly 
;mxious not to produce such a list because of its superficiality. But 
a fixation at this level is indicative of the type of media reportage. 

What has happened - the values publicity in the media - falls, 
of course, into a political context and a desire to reassert authority 
of various kinds. To be anecdotal: at a recent meeting of a trust 
i nterested in promoting Christianity in education and society, in the 
context of the current media concern with values, two MPs 
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advocated a return to the Ten Commandments . Yet I believe 
evangelical and other Christian colleagues present were also 
concerned about that statement relating to education in a 
maintained school context in a culturally plural society. So I want 
to alert us to the fact that, because it is by definition controversial, 
the moral values domain comes with political tags and hence with 
personal predilections. We have only to consider how the recent 
media values debate moved swiftly from Mrs Lawrence's article in 
The Times, to the banning of guns and knives and, with the 
intervention of the Secretary of State for Education, to reintroducing 
corporal punishment. 

There are limitations to the value of lists of values. In view of the 
concern which was expressed about relativism in the initial SCAA 
conference, Education for Adult Life (held in 1996), particularly 
based on reports of university students' views, it is interesting to 
note that ten years ago a study by Don Locke was reported (in the 
Journal of Moral Education, 15,2, 150-6) of philosophy students trying 
to decide on a contemporary decalogue. Difficulty was experienced 
with producing positive formulations of principles not admitting 
of exceptions, which also had only general and obscure implications 
for actual conduct. Locke suggests it might be more constructive to 
devise rules which could be formulated more precisely, as 
guidelines, but which could admit of exceptions. We might consider 
how this relates to SCAA's principles for action. 

I want to say something about the consultation aspect of the 
Forum, which I see as being a particularly important part of 
pluralism and the quest for common values. The comments I have 
seen and heard about the Forum have raised a number of questions 
about: 
• The selection of individuals and whether they were 

'representing' the organisation, with which they were listed as 
affiliated; if so, what did 'representation' mean? 

• How the groups worked; the influence of group on group; 
whether the groups were working to a prior agenda. 

• The simplistic questions in the consultation documents; the 
short-scale timing of the consultation (a common feature of such 
initiatives), which did not allow other organisations to properly 
consult with their members; the rushed and superficial nature 
of the survey process which will result in a speedy, generalised 
overview which will be represented by the media as a consensus. 
But what does consensus mean? 

• The 'principles for action' which apparently offer simple 
solutions to complex realities and which may seem patronising 
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to teachers who see their task as riddled with ambiguities. 
SCAA's 'principles for action', like OFSTED inspection criteria, 
are, in turn, dependent on articulation, perception, and 
interpretation in local contexts. 

Some comments about the potential clash between consensus and 
n>nviction. In the context of The Inter Faith Network, conviction 
wi l l  usually be associated with strongly held beliefs about particular 
matters of substantive content or values. Sometimes there has to 
hl' a compromise of conviction about specifics in order to achieve 
consensus about general principles. But conviction is the more 
important and more difficult with respect to process; disposition, 
w i ll and commitment are significant here, too. Seeing that the 
cl imate for dialogue is appropriate, that rules which are inclusive 
i n  terms of participation are taken seriously, that there is a sincere 
. 1 t tempt to negotiate perspectives - all qualities emphasised about 
good teaching and learning - are also central to the kinds of 
processes we are engaged upon, and should be taken more seriously 
t han they are. Conviction about process is necessary for meaningful 
mnsensus. Some years ago I was involved in research on the 
Standing Advisory Councils for Religious Education (probably 
some of you sit on such bodies). In pursuing their remit for Religious 
Education and Spiritual, Moral, Social and Cultural developments 
representatives of different faiths, with diverse and strongly held 
beliefs, need to find ways of agreeing how to apply their values and 
have them accommodated in educational endeavours. On the 
SACREs, however, especially in areas of high minority ethnic 
population, the minority faith representatives are marginalised, 
both in terms of the structure of the groups and often in the 
construction and conduct of the debates. Since the Education 
Reform Act of 1988 attention to cultural diversity and antiracism 
has declined in education: much remains to be done. 

The SCAA Forum has given a positive national focus and high 
profile to values. Many people have said to me that they think this 
needs to be continued and sustained, not just given ad hoc attention. 
To an extent this is what VEC intends to do. But there is also a case 
for an ongoing Forum whose remit is to see how values issues can 
be considered in all subjects and across the curriculum. There is also 
a need to liaise with interest groups, as represented on Forum, who 
have close links with schools. 

If we are serious about a quest for common values then it has to 
start with formal values education - Personal Social and Moral 
Education, Religious Education, citizenship - an underlying core 
of learning however labelled. In my personal opinion it is necessary 
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for values education to have adequate and specific time in the 
timetabled curriculum and to be taught by teachers who are trained 
in the most appropriate strategies, such as discussion and small 
group work, and who are able to gain the confidence of students. 

I believe there is a specific body of knowledge - philosophical, 
psychological and sociological - of which young people need to 
be aware, as well as developing the skills of moral reasoning, 
educatin? their emotions, building character and strengthening the 
moral will. We know from research and curriculum development 
over the last 25 years how some moral values education techniques 
work. But we still need much more specific research about the 
particular effects of certain strategies and contexts of teaching and 
learning in moral values education in order for schools and teachers 
to make informed decisions about what is appropriate for their 
schools. Complementary to this more focused work, are, of course, 
the learning climate as a whole and dealing with values issues in 
all areas of the curriculum. We need to aim for greater consistency 
and coherence in the implementation of values in schools and all 
our institutions. 

Moving from the 'quest' to the 'common values' of the title of the 
seminar, this could at one level suggest the lowest common 
denominator. By contrast, I prefer the term and concept of 'shared' 
values, which implies working out, coming to an appreciation or 
even understanding, of other ways of thinking and feeling, of other 
world views - religious and non-religious. 'Shared' also indicates 
ownership, with some obligation to take responsibility to put the 
agreed values into practice and live by them. On the one hand, I see 
the quest as a journey, with the findings as provisional, open to 
criticism and review. On the other hand, the idea of common or 
even shared values appears either visionary, ideal, aspirational or 
stable, comfortingly reassuring - after all we all know about truth 
don't we? 

Is it the values as such which are important or the attitudes held 
and the actions done in their name? And what about the reasons 
behind the actions or attitudes? Is it not just as important, possibly 
more so, to understand the reasons. When the same action is done 
for quite different reasons which are, in turn, related to values, to 
what extent does the value matter? For example, both sides in 
debate about capital punishment or abortion are likely to base their 
arguments on the value of human life. 

The idea of common values also glosses over what is probably 
more common than generally acknowledged - the different 
priorities given to values in education and everyday life. By this I 
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do not mean obvious conflicts of values, but variable weightings 
) ;i ven to values according to different contexts or situations. For 
l 'xample, there can be justice or justice tempered by mercy or 
1 'I Hnpassion. This is not the same as relativism, concern about which 
w.1s the motivation for the SCAA initiative. (To my surprise Nick 
T.1 Le also mentioned Marxism, a bogey which bedevilled Religious 
l ·:ducation about 20 years ago; does it still exist?) Nor does the fact 
1 h.1 t we work with values priorities imply the need for absolute 
v.dues - the desire of some politicians. 

So what is common in terms of values? I prefer to start from 
1 ·veryday morality and particular cases in order to construct 
nwaning making which is both personal and social. Moral panics 
r. 1 ise the values profile. Certain events - the murder of James 
l lu lger and of Philip Lawrence, Dunblane, machete attacks in the 
playground - become society's barometer. But it is not difficult to 
. 1gree that such acts are wrong because they challenge our concept 
1 1 1 what it is to be human. It is likely that there would also be 
1 'l l lnmon agreement about the immorality of recently reported cases 
'i t t ch as: an 82 year-old woman peddling drugs to school children; 
.1 Scottish priest involved with pornography on the internet and 
. d leged child abuse. These raise issues of trust and betrayal. 

Moreover, there is usually common agreement that the quality 
1 1! everyday life is impoverished by pervasive features such as 
d ishonesty and vandalism, whether it be due to lack of care or 
in tentional damage. The community forum of the parish council, 
1 1 1 1  which I serve, frequently receives complaints of 'social disgrace' 

children throwing stones, fireworks through letterboxes, tomato 
kl'lchup on cars, windows smashed. Why? In addition to the 
d,nnage, which for the more vulnerable is psychological as well as 
l l l<J terial, victims have also to suffer the inadequacy and impotence 
1 1! the police. Children and young people are much more aware of 
I he limits of authority and of their 'rights' . Perhaps there has been 
l oo much emphasis on rights, not enough on corresponding 
Jl'sponsibilities. How can the significance of community pressure 
l w  constructed and brought to bear? This has to come about by local 
will and a common willingness to discuss and take steps to improve 
I he morality of the community. I am aware of projects in 
mmmunities in the Netherlands where this has occurred. 

Whilst it is fairly easy to describe the condition of society and 
t · vvn a measure of agreement about our common concerns, it is 
l l l ltch more difficult to consider ways forward. This, I believe, is 
h1•C£mse there are several underlying insidious issues. One of these 
rt•lates to coherence and integrity between public and private 
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morality. Concerns are sometimes voiced about the example set by 
teachers. But what of the moral leadership of politicians and the 
captains of industry? 

Also family values have been given much emphasis. It is widely 
assumed that all families are beneficent, and that all have families. 
Conflicts of values in the family are often ignored, whereas it is clear 
as a researcher, listening to young people, that much of the testing 
out of values occurs in the home and that here, too, values priorities 
occur. A friend, who takes a keen but critical interest in educational 
standards and the values debate, recently told me that it was easier 
to agree with her daughter and be supportive if the family wanted 
'quality time together' rather than confrontation. I am not sure if 
she fully perceived the values choices she was making. 

Family values and workplace values are mutually influential. 
We need to pay more attention to the interface of the personal and 
the professional and not treat them as separate realms. Values in 
each can be reinforcing or in tension. 

There is also the issue of the relationship between majority and 
minority values. We are faced with a secular culture and the legacy 
of Christianity, together with religious diversity. Also aesthetic high 
and low cultures, about which we don't often speak these days. The 
dominant paradigm is always of a Christian society becoming 
multicultural. White British, for example, do not sufficiently reflect 
on what it is like to be, for example, a young Asian growing up in 
Britain, trying to make sense of at least two systems of cultural 
values , and probably to evolve a third by which to live. Humera 
Khan gave us some valuable insights in the discussion with earlier 
speakers. 

These and other values issues - not least of economic values and 
their implications for the social framework - underly more overt 
attempts at seeking out common values. 

In taking values considerations forward I would advocate that 
we pay more serious and genuine attention to the process - the 
quest for values: setting up - inclusion and exclusion; how the 
dialogue is conducted; the authenticity of the debate; checking 
perceptions and understandings; agreeing outcomes; allowing for 
ongoing revisions. School-based research shows that pupils value 
the process of valuing; listening, giving respect, demonstrating 
fairness. 

The values of various groups, which vary according to their 
interests and purposes, is another issue needing more attention. 
We expect teachers to deal with complex values issues in the life of 
the school and in the curriculum. Yet they have virtually no training 
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in this domain. Even when curriculum materials addressing the 
moral dimensions are available, the teacher is still the critical 
mediator, but may be required to adopt strategies differing from 
their usual subject teaching style. Indeed, we know very little about 
the values of teachers and their aims for values education in schools, 
or, indeed of whether these fit with the values of parents. Nick Tate 
seemed to be suggesting that in the SCAA consultation parents 
were questioning the fit. The police, media, music cultures are 
among other key influences on young people. More open debate 
about their guiding values is needed. 

In conclusion, I should like to draw attention to the role of VEC 
as an ongoing network, forum for dialogue and source of support. 
As yet we are feeling our way. But during the next year we intend 
to compile a register of members and their interests and a speaker 
list; hold meetings and a conference; and work towards statements 
on certain values issues. To these ends we have currently set up 
sub-groups related to each of VEC's main aims. So, if you are 
interested to pursue today's questions further, especially in an 
educational context, join us! Those of us involved in VEC see the 
quest for values as lifelong, as an ongoing moral and spiritual 
journey. VEC's mission is both to give public recognition and 
significance to values issues and to attend to the moral development 
of adults as well as that of young people. 
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Presentation by 

Professor Bhikhu Parekh 
Department of Politics, University of Hull 

My contribution will be more in the nature of reflections and notes 
on the current debate on common values. Basically, I intend to raise 
important questions rather than to attempt to answer them. 

Firstly, when a topic becomes important and is placed on the 
public agenda there is always a political aspect to this development. 
So we need to ask ourselves why the issue of "common values" has 
suddenly become important as a public concern. The first question 
which arises is: why are we interested in common values? What 
do we want them for? In order to achieve what objectives? If we 
have managed to survive all these years without a debate on 
common values, what have we been missing and what is this gap 
that we are trying to fill? 

Secondly, what do we mean by common values? What do we 
have in mind when we talk about "values"? For several centuries 
moral life was articulated in terms of ideals, principles, visions of 
the good, not in terms of values. If we look at the history of moral 
philosophy, we find that value has never been an important concept. 
The Greeks did not have a word for it. In Latin, value always meant 
value in an exchange. Value as a moral category is a peculiar 
product of modernity and brings all kinds of conceptual ?aggage 
with it. So why do we speak about common values and not m terms 
of a shared vision? 

Thirdly, when we talk about common values, common in what 
sense? In the sense of a lowest common denominator, common in 
the sense of something which is shared? This implies that these 
values are grounded in specific traditions. These traditions are based 
on beliefs, but if you reflect upon them you might find that at a 
second order level they point to certain values and that these 
overlap between traditions. Is this what we have in mind when we 
talk about common values? Or are we thinking about some kind of 
moral universalism which is, as it were, reflected in different forms 
in different moral traditions? I wish to argue that this latter 
perspective is the wrong way of approaching the concept of 
common values, and that we have separate moral traditions which 
have grown up independently of each other. Our concern therefore 
is that, since different people draw their values from different moral 
traditions, we should explore if there are commonalities. What do 
exist are the Judaic tradition, the Hindu tradition, the Christian 
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tradition, and so on. Each of these traditions has a specific set of 
values. Is it possible to find aspects, not so much common as shared, 
on which we can all agree? 

Fourthly, if we can give some meaning to the concept of 
common values, at what level are we looking for common values? 
For example, you might look for common values at the personal 
level. How should I lead my own life as an individual? Is it 
possible to arrive at common values at this p�r�onal level? Or 
we might be looking for common values at the c1vll level: the way 
in which we interact with each other, for example the way that we 
conduct this meeting. After all, without some kind of shared values 
no dialogue is possible. Or are we thinking, not of values at the 
personal or social level, but a� t�e �o�lective . and poli�ical level 
without which a common pubhc hfe 1s 1mposs1ble. Or, fmally, are 
we talking about shared spiritual values, to which the SCAA report 
referred? 

I am very sympathetic to the notion of spirituality although I 
have great difficulty in trying to make some sense of it! A� one 
level we know that the spiritual goes beyond the moral and 1s not 
the same as the moral. But there is always a tendency for the 
spiritual to be appropriated by religious 

_
people, which i� why 

the secularist and the atheist have seen th1s term as the thm end 
of the wedge! When we talk about the "spiritual", God is often 
brought into it with all the baggage of theology. Many of us, who 
may be uncomfortable with the concept of God, understood either 
in a personal way or in a theoretical sense, but who do have 
some feeling for this intermediate ground called spiritual, have 
often asked ourselves how we should define the "spiritual" in a 
manner that has no religious or theological overtones. What 
experience in my life is spiritual, but not religious or moral? To 
describe what experiences, what relationships, am I to use the word 
spiritual? I increasingly feel that there are exper�ences and 
relationships for which we need a set of values wh1ch are not 
moral and are not religious. But somehow we have lost that 
vocabulary of spirituality. Either we have lost it because the 
religious people and the theologians have put it to their own uses 
and have deprived the rest of us of it, or because we simply do not 
know what it means. 

One of the concerns which I have is whether there is a vocabulary 
which is distinctively spiritual and which can unite people whether 
or not they are religiously inclined and, if so, how that vocabulary 
can be brought back into our life so that we can all say: Yes, we 
need that term because it plays an important role. For example, I 
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can imagine a situation where I would use the term "sacred" for 
certain experiences or relationships. The Romans, for example, had 
the notion of piety, which did not involve a belief in God. One can 
have the notion of cosmic piety in the ecological debate without 
bringing in the notion of God. Or even, for example, the search for 
meaning in life. Or the idea of purity: the desire to be a pure, 
beautiful soul. Can I become a human being who is free from 
meanness, pettiness and jealousy? These notions go beyond 
morality, but they are not religious either. 

Finally, are common values enough? Suppose we were all to 
agree on a body of common values. What would this settle? 
First of all, values do not bind a society together. Societies with 
shared common values can still fall apart. A classic example is 
Quebec in Canada. As long as Quebec was Catholic, it was one kind 
society. But in the '60s and '70s its values became profoundly 
different and increasingly like those of the rest of Canada. As 
Quebec became more like Canada, the secessionist movement there 
started because of the fear of becoming like "the Other" . Why do 
secessions take place? Why do countries fall apart? Not because 
they fall out over values. You can share values and still profoundly 
disagree. 

People can have shared values and still have disagreements. If 
you take the example of life as a value, immediately this raises half 
a dozen questions. What is life? When does it begin? And then you 
have the whole abortion debate. When does it end? And then you 
have the euthanasia debate. Or whose life? A person's life or an 
animal's life? There are Jains and others in India who would say 
that an animal's life is just as valuable as that of a human being. 
Again, people would say that although all human life is valuable, 
the more elevated life is of greater value because it can realise more 
human potential. Or, what does it mean to say that life is a value? 
What response is required from us? To cherish it, to see that it does 
not die? Or simply not to harm it? If I were to claim that life is a 
value, then it is not just a value here but everywhere else. Therefore 
I must commit myself to ensuring that life is preserved everywhere 
and in my own society as well. Again, we know that every year 40 
old people die of hypothermia; we can predict this statistically. So 
are we holding life sacred if we do not prevent this? Are we holding 
life sacred when people commit suicide in prisons? So I am saying 
that if we agree on a common shared value of life, this is the start 
of the discussion and cannot be the end of it. It simply creates a 
shared moral universe in terms of which we are going to be 
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mutually intelligible to one another. But the questions still arise. Is 
that life or not life? Whose life? And so forth. 

Let me quickly try in the next few minutes to answer my own 
questions! First of all, why has the question of common values 
become important? The debate takes different forms in different 
countries. Everywhere it is concerned to deal with the challenge of 
plurality. Either it is an attempt to subvert plurality or it is an 
attempt to undergird it. In some cases there is a fear of plurality or 
diversity, whose existence is often attributed to immigrants. It is 
true that there is a plurality of values, but for the most part it has 
not been brought about by immigrants, who actually share most of 
the values of the society to which they have come. Plurality has 
come about because of the internal disintegration of our society. 
But one sees cultural plurality and one begins to panic, and look for 
common values. 

The notion of common values can also become a subversive way 
of undermining cultural plurality. When Mrs Thatcher was 
concerned with the Victorian values of making Britain great, this 
was a way of saying that only those cultural differences would be 
tolerated which were in harmony with a specific set of shared 
common values. There is therefore a ground for the suspicion that 
the concern with common values is designed to undermine 
plurality. But there is also another side to the common values 
debate. We may start by accepting plurality, but ask how much 
plurality should be tolerated. At what point should we be able to 
say that certain practices are not acceptable? And, equally 
importantly, how can we create bridges to cope with plurality, such 
that people can talk to each other, trust each other and count on 
each other through their common bond of shared values? 

So common values can come in either as a stealthy and subtle 
way of undermining cultural plurality or as a way of undergirding 
it. The first is a non-starter and I do not believe it will work. I 
propose that when we think of common values we think of them 
as providing a framework within which cultural plurality can 
flourish. 

Let us now turn to the second question. What do we mean by 
values and by common values? The answer to this difficult question 
could take an hour, but I shall try to deal with it very briefly. As 
an example, is monogamy a value or a practice? Lots of Muslims 
and other people would say that monogamy is a practice which is 
common in this society and if you want to live here you follow it, 
but that it is not a value. Many young people today would also 
describe monogamy as a practice rather than a value. In other 
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words, what can be a value for one person may be a practice for 
another. A value is a way of internally appropriating, of internally 
relating to a practice. I might follow monogamy as a practice but I 
might not throw myself into that practice in a wholehearted way 
and cherish it as a value. So when we talk about values, we are not 
just talking about practices, but about appropriating those practices 
in a certain manner. 

So, crudely, let me say that by values I mean those things which 
are for us worth cherishing and worth living up to. Talk about 
values is ultimately talk about what kind of life is worth living. 
Values are neither given, in the sense of being objective, nor in the 
sense of being merely preferences. They are values for us; nothing 
can be a value for you unless you can see the point of it. Monogamy 
would be just a practice and would not be a value unless you began 
to internalise it. Values, by their very nature, are not "out there" . 
They are the fruits of intersubjective deliberation arrived at by a 
specific community. Some values might be common to a particular 
group or a society; some might be common to humanity as a whole. 
In our talk of common values, the higher we go in the level of 
generality, the thinner these values become. 

At what level are we seeking common values? Common values 
are absolutely crucial at the political level because it relates to our 
shared life. A society's values are embodied in a framework of law 
that is binding on us all. When a law is made we cannot evade it 
and the values behind it are enforced on us. When law is involved 
we have to share a common value. Once we move beyond that civil 
level to a personal level, values have to allow for a greater deal of 
freedom of interpretation and a great deal of diversity. The 
Australian Commission on Multi-Cultural Society said that the rule 
of law, equality of the sexes, freedom of speech, freedom of 
religion and the obligation to obey the law are the common public 
values of Australian society and Australians are required to cherish 
them. The task of a public institution is to make sure that those 
values which are central to the public life of a community are 
sustained. Beyond that values should not be the concern of the 
government. 

Are values enough? There are two things to bear in mind here. 
When we talk about values this is never enough. Values are like 
pawns on a chess board. I may believe in liberty, equality and just�ce 
but just to do so of itself takes me nowhere. Values have to be applzed 
and then they conflict. I cannot think of any two values that do not 
conflict and since they conflict, their application necessarily requires 
a certain moral skill: skill, as in a game of chess, in how to define 
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values and how to relate them. So when we talk about values we 
must also talk about cultivating appropriate moral skills. At a 
deeper level the spiritual dimension is relevant. Why should we 
follow these values? How can I persuade someone that they should 
be living by these values: values which require the �acrifice of 
self-interest, which we are not inclined to do? What dnves me to 
follow them? For a religious person the answer is easy: God sees 
everything and I cannot hide from Him. The nor:-religious p�rson 
should look at the classic writers such as Plato, Anstotle and Ctcero 
who invoke "love of the good". Why should I follow these values? 
Because I want to be a good human being. Unless these values are 
grounded in "love of the good", they have r:o energ� or st:ength 
and are easily set aside. The question for us �n educatm� chtldr�n, 
at home or in school, is how to endow them wtth moral skills, whtch 
will enable them to use values as a moral compass with which to 
navigate their way through life and how to cultiv�te in them "love 
of the good" . Values give us the criteria for moral JUdgements; they 
give us spectacles through which to analyse situations and then to 
apply our moral skills to them. 

Lastly, I feel even more strongly about the content of valu�s. If 
we look at the debate on values we see that there are two dommant 
tendencies in the history of the Western world. One is what I call 
"moral monism", that is, the assumption that only one way of 
life is the best, whether Greek, Christian or whatever. You are not 
leading a good life if you do not follow it and all other waxs of 
life are rejected. The other difficulty has .been the persts�ent 
strand of rationalism, with reason seen as the htghest faculty agamst 
which other things do not count. Therefore, if you look at the whole 
list of values on which we have concentrated they are trapped 
within these two traditions. So we talk about self-criticism, 
impartiality, truth, respect for differences. All of them are values at 
a distance. 

Our list of values has to be relevant to our times; values cannot 
be stationary. Looking at our times, what are the values that ne�d 
to be emphasised? To me the experience of the Holocaust, of Bosma 
and of all the painful tragedies of our time is the context for 
determining the content of our values. Given that this is the context, 
what are the values that we ought to be fostering and are the values 
which are traditionally stressed enough? Although they are useful 
in some respects, they are ultimately inadequate. If we recognise 
that we live in a culturally plural world, what are the values that 
are central to that world? Not just respect for differences. We need 
to go beyond that. We need love of diversity. Not just the fact that I 
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acknowledge that you are a Jew and that you go to a synagogue, 
but that I delight in the fact that you are different from me and that 
you have something to contribute to the moral conversation which 
goes on in our shared life. Therefore I want you to be what you 
are. I do not want to assimilate you, because I would then lose you 
and your distinctive voice. Therefore respect for diversity is not 
enough: what we need is love of diversity. 

There is no reference to this in much of the literature. Western 
civilisation has cultivated different virtues from those stressed by 
the Indian or the Chinese. Hindus, for example, would talk about 
non-violence, but the Jewish tradition has a different set of virtues. 
This is what is wonderful about diversity: that because human 
values conflict and human capacities differ, different civilisations 
have cultivated different virtues. Can we bring these values together 
and learn from each other, swapping virtues and learning from each 
others' traditions? One of the greatest virtues is humility, which 
requires me to concede that my values are not the final word. That 
is why one of the greatest vices of modernity is self-righteousness: 
the conviction that only the modern way of doing things is the best. 
But, if modern liberal civilisation is the best, how could the 
Holocaust happen, and not just happen as a result of the actions of 
a madman, but with the rest of the Western world quietly watching? 
So in a sense it indicts not just Germany, but European civilisation; 
it happened in the centre of Europe, while Europe was watching. 
How could this happen? What made it possible? Why do we not 
recognise that these events require us to take a deeper and more 
critical look at European civilisation? I would suggest that in order 
to arrive at common values, at shared values, we need to take a 
radical, critical look at the fundamental assumptions of our 
civilisations and try to foster the virtues of tenderness, gentility and 
humility. 

All our values tend to be centred around the operation and 
cultivation of reason. But what about virtues relating to our 
emotions, such as compassion, which is a key strand in Buddhism. 
Compassion also plays an enormously important role in Judaism 
and in Christianity, in terms of love of one's fellow human beings 
and love of the world, what in Latin is called the "amor mundi": 
that is, I love this world and I want it to flourish. When we talk 
about values we should think about values of the emotions as well 
and conduct our debate from within the context of the tragedies of 
our time and the light these throw on the limits of our civilisation 
and on where we need to go from here. Values are not given. They 
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have to be created; and created in the light of what we believe to 
be the historical experience of mankind and the needs of our age. 

* * * 

Questions and discussion following Professor Bhikhu Parekh's 
Presentation 

Ms Humera Khan: I am concerned that at inter faith meetings 
we often spend too much time in secular deliberations. Too often 
people from faith communities experience situations in which they 
are not able to express themselves as they would wish. Perhaps in 
the discussion so far there has been a tendency to go along too 
much with what is "politically correct" . We find ourselves in a 
unique time in our history when people can travel from one end of 
the earth to the other within a day. This is a new situation and we 
have to accept responsibility for the way in which we respond to it. 
The real crisis in many ways is one of identity. We need to be able 
to affirm our identities and not be frightened of doing so. In 
particular we need to own our particular religious perspectives 
even though it may be out of fashion to do so. 

Ms Zerbanoo Gifford: I agree strongly that it is important to 
recognise the significance of our emotional as distinct from rational 
qualities. There is a risk that we go on just talking about values; in 
my work with young people I find that they are interested in action 
rather than talk. Schools need to address such issues as the 
exploitation of child labour around the world. There are issues 
of this kind which concern children on which we need to take a 
stand. 

Professor Bhikhu Parekh: As a result of the way our vocabulary 
has evolved we talk a lot about "truth". But truth can be seen in fifty 
different ways. Earlier writers did not talk about propositional 
"truth". They saw truth as veritas, as a virtue. The Greeks thought 
in terms of discovering the characteristics of the world around them. 
Truth in our day has acquired a scientific ring and it is seen as being 
objective. But this is an incomplete understanding of it. We need to 
make sure that our vocabulary resonates with our experience. 

Dr Manazir Ahsan: In your presentation you have almost 
demolished the concept of "values" ! You have talked about "the 
truth" But who is going to tell us what is truth and what is not truth? 
Where on the basis of the position you have described are we to 
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find any arbiter? From your perspective, how are we to define the 
"good" and how do we get to that "truth"? 

Professor Bhikhu Parekh: There are many fundamental questions 
here! When I introduced the notion of "love of the good" it was for 
a specific purpose. In most debates on values there is a tendency 
simply to reinforce the positivism of our age. These things, we say, 
are good; and other things are bad. But then we find we no longer 
agree on these. This is precisely what is wrong with the debate. I 
can draw up a list of virtues such as compassion and humanity. But 
I do not know what the "truth" would mean. Morality is not a 
matter of "truth" . I can argue that my values are more rational and 
more defensible than yours and I can try to show you that your 
values are untenable. But even if I were to convince you that this is 
the case, what would give you the motive and energy to live out 
your life in terms of those values? People are tempted to cheat. Why 
should I not do so? What stops me? Morality always makes 
demands on us. Where do we get the strength to respond to these 
demands? When I am tempted to cut corners, why should I not do 
so? What drives me? From where does my moral life get its energy 
and tenacity? Religious people get it from God because they live 
out their morality out of a love of God. Gandhi said that the 
difference between a moral man and a spiritual man is the difference 
between an honest mercenary and an ardent patriot. They may 
behave exactly the same, but one is more reliable and is more 
energised. 

As I am not a religious person in the traditional sense of the term, 
but in the Roman sense in which religion connects you to others 
and to the universe, or in the Buddhist sense, the question for me 
is what gives my moral life its energy and force? I would say "love 
of the good". I would not dream of doing certain things because I 
am not that kind of person. I would not cheat because I know that 
it would diminish me. We need that kind of nourishing soil which 
I would call the spiritual if we are to live a moral life. This is not a 
moral issue, for it goes beyond ideas of right and wrong. 

When you ask how I know that my values are better than yours, 
there is obviously a big debate. But we do not begin history from 
scratch. People have thought about these matters, and have come 
to the conclusion that the good life needs to be lived out in a certain 
way. For there is in practice a consensus on this. Consensus is a 
filtering process through the collective trial and error of humanity, 
through experimentation and reflection on historical experience, as 
a result of which certain moral conclusions are reached. I would 
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therefore start from a consensually grounded group of values and 
not by asking de novo what is good. From within that corpus of 
values, with what do I feel sympathy? Values conflict and then 
what do I do? How do I live out my values in my life? I need to 
relate them to my history and to my circumstances. That is our 
problem and task, rather than simply to define what is good. 
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Presentation by 

Rt Revd Gavin Reid 
Anglican Bishop of Maidstone, Chair of the Archbishops' 
Millennium Advisory Group and Deputy Moderator of the 

Churches Together in England Working Party on the Millennium 

In the light of the Chief Rabbi's comments this morning, I would 
like to emphasise that the Church of England is not a "state church" . 
It may be a national Church, but it is not a "state church" . Indeed, 
some of the problems and tensions during the last 20 years have 
arisen just because the State is beginning to realise that the Church 
of England does not intend to be a "state church". A national Church 
has a different role and, of course, a national Church can lose its 
franchise! That may be an interesting possibility to contemplate. I 
do not myself think the Church should give up this role but it 
certainly could lose it. 

First, a story that will give you an idea of where where I am 
coming from. Some years ago the Archbishop of Canterbury made 
a speech which dealt with relationships between Christians and 
Muslims. The BBC in its wisdom (or lack of it) invited myself and 
a spokesman for the Muslim faith to take part in a morning 
programme. When we arrived in the coffee lounge beforehand, both 
of us knew the game that was going to be played. We both knew 
that what was likely to happen was that they would try to set us at 
loggerheads with each other, so we decided to get our act together 
in the coffee room before we went in. We identified the areas of 
common ground between us. One thing we agreed that was 
common between the two of us was that we both wanted to share 
and commend our faith to the other. When we do that, we create 
an open situation in which anything might happen. I do not want 
to be part of the kind of society that has a "politically correct" 
multi-faith philosophy that says you cannot share your faith with 
others. I do not want to go along with the notion that because the 
other person may be impressionable you avoid talking to them 
about what is precious to you. That is an area of tension that I think 
I have to be honest about and share with you before I go any further. 

When I was invited to come to this seminar I was just beginning 
to talk with people in the Inter Faith Network about the Churches' 
plans for the Millennium because it is extremely important to us to 
be doing so, and that is why I am here today. Throughout this 
morning I have been wanting to revise and change and throw out 
everything I have brought along to say but I am not going to do so. 
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I am going to focus on the "mechanics" of promoting "mega 
debates". 

As you know, the Churches have suggested that a major national 
debate on values should be promoted, linked to the Millennium. I 
would like to offer some reflections on whether, if you want to do 
so, you can actually say something of significance in our kind of 
society so that everybody hears it. How do you conduct a great 
debate in a society, in a nation? Is it even possible to do so? The 
Millennium Churches' Group which I serve is going about the 
Millennium, for shorthand purposes, in two ways. We see the 
Millennium as both a kind of "mega Christmas" and a kind of 
"mega New Year's Eve". . .  

I have little doubt that the year or so before the magic 2000 comes 
into the diary will be a prolonged psychological New Year's Eve. 
The media will almost certainly help this along with various 
reflective articles about the past and about the future. We may have 
a more reflective society on our hands than we have known for 
generations and it is an appropriate time to be asking "What are the 
new century resolutions?". 

I think it would be foolish not to seize on a national mood of 
reflection. We do not live in a very reflective society. It is over 
pragmatic and overdosed with the present. To actually take stock 
about the past and look for visions for the future is a tremendous 
opportunity and, in this, Christians will find that they are not the 
only people with hopes and dreams for the future and thoughts 
about the past. If a "mega debate" is to be effectively launched in 
our country, I am sure it would be right for it to come from a 
broad-based platform, including those of Christian faith, those of 
other faiths and those who may profess to have no faith whatsoever. 

In terms of the "mega Christmas", obviously the particular 
calendar which we use in this country and which happens to say 
that we are near to the year 2000, is a Christian calendar. It was 
created by Christians based on calculations (that we now know are 
probably at least four years out!) about the birth of Christ and was 
imposed on this country by the Synod of Whitby, a national Church 
occasion which predated any national civil parliament. 

It is understandable in a country where, in a recent Gallup poll, 
(and you might be surprised to learn this), 77% of those interviewed 
could name a Christian denomination with which they recognised 
some sort of personal or at least family link, and in a country where 
the head of state is also the symbolic Supreme Governor of the 
Church of England that the Churches should want to do all they can 
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to make the connr:ec�i�m in the public mind between the year 2000 
and the fact and sigmficance of Jesus Christ. 

My first encounter with representatives of the Government and 
of the Millennium Commission to talk about the Millennium was 
ov�r a year ago . . My opening question was: "How much are you 
takmg on board m your plans that the Millennium is a Christian 
festival?" To this the answer was:"That's an interesting thought". 
T�e second response was that to do so would marginalise other 
fmths and. that could be problematic. That was why I had to make 
contact With people from other faith communities, whom I now 
d�eply respe

.
ct, who have �et w�th us a couple of times, and I hope 

will �eet With us more .tim:s, m order to maintain a process of 
ensurmg we do not margmahse people of other faiths. 

Whether we like it or not there is a link between religion and 
values, and �he rem.a�kably la�!?e proportion of the population that 
hol�s � nom�n�l religious position are linked predominantly to the 
Chnshan rehgwus tradition. So we shall need to be quite up front 
about the story that lies at the heart of that tradition and to which 
the Millennium is linked. 

Here you might be surprised to learn that the Churches are in 
great need of help from our friends in other faith communities. If I 
may say so, th� C�ief Rabbi's talk this morning was extremely 
h:lpful t� me m Its methodology. There is a real danger of 
tnump�a�Ism a�� religious insensitivity on the part of Christians, 
th: maJonty rehgious strand in this country, who are often totally 
blmd to the effects they can have in this respect. The Churches do 
not war:t to mark the Millennium in ways that cause distress to 
other faith groups. 

But t�ere is anot�er w
,�

Y ir: :Vhich we need the help of other faiths. 
Ther� I� a g.rowm!? pol.Itically correct" philosophy about a 
multi-fmth society, With which I have yet to find a serious adherent 
of another faith agre�. It i� �n ap�ro

.
ach which says that everybody 

must play down their rehgwus distinctions and convictions. "Isn't 
th�t what was wron!? in �osnia, Northern Ireland and so on?", it is 
sa�d . . Because of this VIew, which has permeated Government 
thmkmg,.w� need the g�odwill and the understanding (and almost 
the p�rmissi�n) of our fnends in the other faiths to tell our Christian 
story m a maJor way and to make our point strongly to Government 
at both local and national levels. I cannot say how helpful we found 
the recent "Thought 

.
for the . Day" by Indarjit Singh. He had the 

fr�edo�, through bemg a Sikh, to remind this country that the 
Mlllenmum has a Chris�ia� point to it. He could say that far more 
powerfully than we Chnstians could,and he did so. 
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I would now like to look at some of the factors which we have 
to bear in mind when we think about the techniques of promoting 
public debates. You may actually think that we do not want to 
engage in a "mega-debate" about values linked to the Millennium. 
That is an open question. I am not totally convinced about it at this 
stage, although I am still commited to it as a proposal that the 
Churches want to explore. 

It is an astonishing irony that we live in an age of rapid advance 
in terms of the means of communication and yet at the same time 
we live in an age where very few people feel that their voices are 
heard. We no longer live in communicative societies. The well and 
the market place have been replaced by the impersonal tap which 
de-socialises the fetching of water and the supermarket that 
de-socialises the fetching of food. Rumours are not spreading from 
mouth to mouth but from hoarding to hoarding. This means that 
he who can hire the hoarding controls the conversation. I have a 
daughter and son-in-law in the advertising business so I am well 
briefed about it! 

As someone who has watched the powerful flow of false 
perceptions about the Church of England coming from the popular 
press in recent years, I find the whole thing really quite frightening. 
There is no structured right of reply. Whenever I have been able to 
exercise a right of reply it is in a tiny letter in the letter columns, at 
which the reader does not look anyway. 

We all know that in spite of the well meaning sounds that come 
from Government, the press and television tend to fall into relatively 
few controlling hands. Television is particularly disturbing because 
it purports to present the viewer with visual reality. You believe 
what you see, but no one sees the editor who decides which way 
the camera points, what footage is used and what footage is 
discarded. To echo a greater person's words: "Never in the field of 
human discourse has so much been said to so many by so few." 

Faced with this communicational disenfranchising of the many, 
there are two disturbing responses which suggest themselves to 
those considering engagement in a national debate. The first is that 
you accept that there is nothing that the individual can do. You 
give up and you settle for the role of consumer and spectator. The 
second is to organise events and happenings that are so momentous 
that they cannot fail to attract media attention. The latter strategy 
can appear to be a way of "making free speech happen", but it can 
also lead to the brutal tactics of an IRA "seeking the oxygen of 
publicity." 
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If we are to stimulate a national debate in a modern society, we 
have to remember that the biggest fact of life is that the media is 
owned by a minority. So either we get the press barons to agree 
that our agenda for the debate is important; and even better, has 
sales value for them or we organise the debate on such a scale that 
they cannot risk missing the stories about it we create. These are the 
choices before us if we want to try to stimulate a big debate on 
values in our society. 

I would like, now, to draw some lessons from the past. I am not 
going to talk about the way in which debates spring up off the back 
of a Dunblane or following Mrs Lawrence's recent initiative in 
speaking out about moral values. (To be frank it is early days yet, 
but the Scots cynicism in me says that at the moment all this is a 
news item and not a debate. When another more interesting news 
item comes along that will be the end of it) . 

So what are the lessons to be learned from the past? I can think 
of two attempts in the 1970's of the Churches to mount a national 
debate relating to morals and values. There are lessons to be learnt 
from both of them, mainly negative ones. 

The first initiative was in 1 971, the "Festival of Light", which some 
of you may just remember. This stemmed from the vision which a 
young Christian worker returning from overseas work had when 
he saw the values of his own country with a fresh eye. He was 
particularly shocked by what he called "moral pollution" which 
related especially to pornography and the portrayal of sexual mores 
on television and in the cinema. 

In the space of a relatively few months, an astonishingly strange 
combination of forces came together: first of all, the charismatic 
Evangelical Christian community, (very much dragging the rest of 
the Church by the nose, and convinced that God was calling them 
to act prophetically); second, Mary Whitehouse and the "Moral 
Rearmament" lobby, which had for some time engaged with an 
agenda, of "cleaning up television"; third, Malcolm Muggeridge, 
who was a constituency of his own, driven by a kind of world-weary 
feeling, and perhaps even guilt driven, in reaction against what he 
felt was the pollution of our culture; and fourth, (and how they got 
into this still amazes me), the American "Jesus Movement", 
especially represented by a particular individual called Arthur 
Blessit, who somehow saw this as a stepping stone to getting into 
Britain as a mission field. 

All these different ingredients came together and it was in 
consequence an astonishing event. Within months, rallies had taken 
place, and beacons were being lit all over the country. Thousands 
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of teenagers were seen all over the place with slogans in support 
of the cause written on their T-shirts. There were meetings in 
Westminster Central Hall, Trafalagar Square and Hyde Park, 
pulling in huge crowds and the media reported it all at some length. 
There was a tremendous feeling that at last the people had spoken, 
the silent majority had reared up, was saying what it had long 
wanted to say and was being given the opportunity to do so. 

But 25 years later the Festival of Light can be seen to have 
achieved very little in regard to the moral v(llues of the nation, if 
measured against its own goals. It certainly provided a fillip for 
charismatic Christianity and stimulated a British replica of the Jesus 
Movement. It left behind a lobbying organisation called CARE 
which in my judgement still does a number of good things. But I 
do not think that the movement as a whole really made much 
impact on the nation or reduced the level of "moral pollution" as 
they had identified it. 

The fact of the matter was that there were two if not three different 
agendas being pursued by people who had very little in common. 
The dynamism came from the Churches but they were represented 
mainly from the Evangelical wing. They were torn between 
promoting a moral debate and calling people to repentance and faith 
in Christ. If you are Evangelical, and I am, you will always find it 
almost irresistible to pursue the second in preference to the first. 
There was little attempt to make common cause with those of other 
faiths or those who had similar concerns in the area of sexual 
morality, and morality itself was narrowed down to an area of 
personal sexual behaviour, which I do not want left out for one 
moment but which is not the whole of the moral agenda. 

Secondly, I want to consider the Archbishop's "Call to the Nation". 
On October 15 1975 the then Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr Coggan, 
took to the airwaves to launch this. When he had come to office 
some months earlier many had written to him urging him to call 
the nation to prayer, to give a lead to the nation that was seen to 
be falling apart morally and many were saying that time was short 
and that something needed to be done. He wondered whether the 
way to launch the cause was through great statements on great 
occasiops · in cathedrals up and down the country. But in the end 
he planned a campaign based on a direct personal appeal through 
the. media. So the television cameras, the radio reporters and the 
press w�re there in strength at Lambeth Palace on 15 October 1975. 
Such was the level of professionalism of Lambeth Palace at the time 
(not at _all like it is today!) that nobody had checked whether the 
fuses woufd cope with the surge when the TV lights went on. I 
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have been told that they could not and that they blew! Much of the 
TV coverage of the key launching moment was lost! In a sense, this 
blew the whole initiative. 

Or Coggan's Call was based on five phrases which are worth 
comparing with the values in the SCAA document we have been 
examining. The five phrases were: Each man and woman matters· the 
family matters; good work matters; the other fellow matters; and attit�des 
matter. Two questions were posed. What sort of society do we want 
an� what sort of people do we need in order to achieve it? The high profile 
national call was well reported and the leaders in the press and 
much of the public comment was friendly and positive. There was 
a lot of initial support for the Call and the politicians were no doubt 
jumping on the band wagon. 

It was followed by a pastoral letter to be read in all the churches. 
That letter attempted to mobilise the churches to support what had 
actually already been started but about which they had not been 
told in advance. It suggested putting together structures to respond 
to people's reactions to the Call and in a way it revealed just how 
�op do:vn the whole initiative had been in its conception. The 
Immediate measure of the Call's effectiveness was some 27,000 
letters: there is not a great deal of evidence that anything else was 
achieved as a result of it. 

If in 1999 we are to mount a national debate on moral values as 
the Churches have suggested then the experience of past attempts 
to do so perhaps bring us little encouragement. The Churches have 
not yet begun their detailed thinking about 1999 and 2000. There 
are, however, a few thoughts in my mind which I should like to 
share with you as I close. 

The first point is that the time is more propitious in 1999 than it 
was in 1971 or 1975. I believe that there is every possibility that the 
sense of an era coming to an end, and an awareness of a unknown 
future ahead will create a more thoughtful mood in the public at 
large. New Year's Eve is often a sobering time, at least before the 
corks are popped! I think it will be important to work with the 
dy�amic� of a "mega New Ye�r's Eve", the natural dynamics of 
which will encourage stocktakmg and the identification of hopes 
and aspirations. 

Secondly, I think we n7�d to identify what we want to say and 
to debate m terms of sp7�Iflcs rathe� than generalities. Or Coggan's 
Call was about generahhes. I admit that the Festival of Light was 
much more about specifics but it was in fact cast in very broad terms. 

Thirdly, we need to work from a broad based platform rather 
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than keeping the debate as the preserve of the Churches. That is 
why, I suppose, that I accepted the invitation to be here today. 

Fourthly, we need to talk with the media moguls and seek their 
help and not just assume that they are not interested. Let me tell 
you a hitherto unknown story. Some of you may know that I worked 
in the 1980's with Or Billy Graham. I directed his two great missions 
of 1984/85 and 1989 and I found it a very interesting time. One of 
the reasons why I believe in the value of what we did was that he 
create� a suf�icient splash to make people take notice of his agenda 
and this was Important. The by-product was almost more important 
than the product. I believed in the product but I believed even more 
in the by-product, because in an unreflective society there is a need 
to crash through into the awareness of people to make them reflect 
on important areas of life. 

In the middle of the 1989 mission I was informed that Or Graham 
wanted me to accompany him to a lunchtime engagement. This had 
been arranged by Rupert Murdoch, who had flown in at high speed, 
had called together all his editors and had got in touch with Conrad 
Bla.ck and mad� sure 

.
that all the Telegraph editors and also the big 

Chief of the Dally Mall would be there too, and also David Dimbley. 
The lunch had been arranged to hear Or Graham talking about 
what mattered to him and what lay behind the lunch was a sense 
of "We ought to get behind this". I fight hard against a natural 
cynicism, but nevertheless I believe that it is worthwhile to make 
the effort to reach the leaders of the media. You should assume that 
such people are �ot disinterested bef�re you discover they are. They 
may not ha�� di�ferent agendas but If �he end product is exposure 
for, and f.aCihtatmg of, the debate which you think is important, 
then that IS good enough for me. 

Fifthly, we need to have our constituencies alerted beforehand 
so that they are ready to take part and that a call to a national 
debate is backed by local structures and activities already in a 
position for people to talk with each other, to share and to listen. 

Sixthly, I believe we need to construct the debate in concrete 
rather than in abstract terms. The danger of all moral debates is 
that they are no more than word games. Perhaps it might be better 
if we focused on a number of specific projects which embody the 
values that we want to commend. These could be projects already 
taking place, or projects specifically set up to make the point. Such 
projects might include, for example, taking on board the Old 
Testament principle of Jubilee, joining with those of other faiths and 
of none in calling for the remission of international debts where 
they are clearly crippling small nations in other parts of the world. 
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Also, in supporting Jubilee projects in our own country, such as 
seeking to end homelessness, especially among the young. We could 
highlight people in groups who are proving on the ground that 
they can create community or bring ethnic groups together or 
improve the environment. 

Seventhly, we need to learn from the advertising industry how 
to "spread rumours" in today's world and how to create an 
awareness that something is happening. I do not believe that you 
can use the techniques of advertising to convert anybody to 
anything. That is why I am interested in advertising, because you 
can actually use it to raise questions and to facilitate a discussion. 

So at the end of the debate about the debate, I fully expect that 
most if not all of my ideas will get blown away. But I do hope that 
we are left with something other than the defeatist proposition that 
there is, after all, nothing that we can do! 

.. .. 

Questions and discussion following Presentation by 
Bishop Gavin Reid 

Dr Helen Haste: You have been reflecting on an approach which 
might be taken as encouraging a Christian moral revivalism. You 
have referred to your concern to involve other faith communities 
in the proposed debate. To what extent are you ready to include in 
your project those who hold a secular position? 

Rt Revd Gavin Reid: First of all, the term Christian revivalism is 
not one which I used. But, secondly, I referred to the danger of 
Christian triumphalism and the need to avoid this. Thirdly, I think 
that "secular" does not necessarily have to mean the opposite of 
"religious". It is possible to use the word secular in the sense of a 
faith position and indeed there can be certain liberating aspects 
found in secular philisophy. Everyone needs something in which 
they can place their faith (whether this is a religious tradition or a 
philosophical position). Otherwise we would not get out of bed in 
the morning! 

Revd. I 0 Smith: I live and work in east London as a Christian 
and community leader. 

We need to think of ways in which we can help to sustain our 
communities at grass-root level, both the young and the old, and 
to educate people to understand and appreciate each other's values. 
Too often our faith traditions have become buried in our society. 
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Making my way in Britain I would have been lost in the crowd if I 
had not had the values derived from my faith, which are my 
strength. We need to be ready to face change but we also need to 
value the resources on which we have been able to depend. For 
example, I have had a settee for 15  years. I do not want to change 
it because it is strong and beautifully made. I prefer to keep what I 
have been able to enjoy and trust. It is important that people should 
hold fast to what is good. 

Children in school are constantly faced with conflicting messages 
on what they should believe. They are faced with the rapid increase 
of crime in our society and the emphasis placed on sex, drugs, sport 
and entertainment. We need to develop the moral strength of 
children and young people to help them to swim against this tide. 
We also need to help people understand different faiths and the 
values which they uphold. There are those within my community 
who are reluctant to enter into dialogue with people of other faiths 
because they do not understand and appreciate them and we need 
to consider how to address their concern. 
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General Discussion in  Closing Session 

Mr Brian Pearce: Perhaps at this stage we should broaden out our 
discussion. We included some questions on today's agenda for us 
to address in this session without wanting to narrow the focus of 
the discussion to these. There are two areas on which it would be 
helpful for us to focus and they overlap. First, is it realistic to 
suppose that within a plural society there .can be a shared 
understanding of the nature of values and morahty? Is the quest for 
common values a necessary and valid one? Then we should perhaps 
move on to deal with some of the issues raised by the presentations 
from Or Tate and Bishop Gavin Reid about the processes involved 
in taking these kind of issues forward within our present day 
society. 

Dr N.K. Prinja: Throughout the day we have heard speakers 
using a variety of terms: common values, shared values, morals, 
codes of conduct, duties and rights. Within the Hindu tradition we 
have a single term which embraces all of these concepts: Dharma. 
For us the present debate about values is not new; it has been going 
on for many centuries. The Hindu tradition is perhaps the oldest 
living faith and there are as many different religious perspectives 
contained within it as there are outside it. It is the overarching 
concept of Dharma which has kept these different strands within 
the unity of a single framework. 

Dharma means the natural eternal laws which are applicable to 
everyone and to the whole universe. However, there is a r�cognition 
that the implication and the application of these laws will change 
from time to time and from place to place. That is one reason why 
the Hindu tradition has survived: it has allowed freedom of 
expression and thought in interpretin� these . universal. laws and 
accommodating, for example, the discovenes of science and 
technology so that from the Hindu viewpoint there is no need for 
conflict between science and religion. 

As civilisations develop and our understanding of the world in 
which we live improves, we find that we deepen our knowledge of 
Dharma and its eternal and universal laws. Whether these are called 
moral values, shared values, righteousness or a code of conduct, it 
is important for people to have the freedom to interpret them and 
to apply them in the way which suits their circumstances. This 
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enables people to maintain their own identities. At the �am� tim�, 
they have to recognise in turn the right of �the:s to mamtam thezr 
identities. It is difficult for an approach of this kmd to be successful 
if it based on a single book, a single set of rules, a single prophet 
or a single messenger. There is a need for a framework of values 
which is universal but one which is not applied rigidly. 

Rabbi Jacqueline Tabick: In Judaism we have a Festival of 
Passover. There are four questions which Jewish children learn and 
ask as part of the Passover ritual. One brigh� child asked �e. once: 
"Why is it important to learn these questions? Surely, It I� the 
answers that we need to know!". Perhaps a way forward IS to 
acknowledge the importance of our having common questions. In 
her talk, Monica Taylor talked about the importance of process. As 
I see it, asking questions and having the humility to listen. to the 
answers and being able to realise that the answer we hear Is only 
the starting point for fresh questions lies at the heart of the process. 
The debate on common values is in itself of great importance. I 
would be anxious if we tried to draw up a fixed list of values. What 
we need is a process of continuing refinement of our values as a 
result of shared debate and dialogue and at each stage we should 
see the possibility of another level of understanding emerging. 

Rabbi Dr Julian Jacobs: Discussions of the kind we are having 
today can be of limited value in their impact on soci�ty. After we 
leave, what will we have achieved in making our soCiety better? I 
would perhaps question whether there can �e "common values". 
Even if everyone in this room agrees on a particular value that does 
not mean that others outside it are going to agree . Throughout the 
world we are all influenced by the different cultures from which 
we come and people have different values. Even if yo� take the 
sanctity of human life which may seem a common denommator you 
find that this has different gradations in society. On the whole, the 
Jewish and Christian traditions which have greatly influenced the 
Western world hold human life to be of greater value than perhaps 
do some other societies. And again, some people may be blessed 
with a very high moral standard, but others may not be. 

Therefore the search for common standards and values seems to 
be a problematic goal. What we regard as common values others 
might think to be of no importance. So we must focus on more 
practical questions: our society is in such a state that. we need to do 
this. The Jewish faith has a simple rule of thumb, which others have 
as well, "What is hateful to you, do not do to others". Everyone 
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understands this principle and we need to concentrate on 
commending it within our own communities and within society as 
a whole. 

Mrs Ivy Gutridge: Wolverhampton Inter Faith Group started 22 
years ago and the position has changed a good deal since then. At 
that time there were many Christians who thought that it was 
inconsistent with the Christian faith to be involved in inter faith 
dialogue. We have made good progress towards understanding one 
another better. 22 years ago the situation in Wolverhampton was a 
bad one, with racial disturbances and a prejudiced press. The local 
churches came together to explore what it meant in practical terms 
to love your neighbour if they are of another faith and concluded 
that they must support their neighbour on their own faith journey. 
We all have misconceptions about each other, even after we have 
been involved in inter faith dialogue for a number of years. We 
must take every possible opportunity to dispel these misconceptions 
and to remain in dialogue with one another. The Millennium 
provides us with a good opportunity to focus on the need to 
understand one another better. 

Most Ven. Dr M Vajiragnana: In Buddhism, our values are based 
on our physical life, our mental life and our working life. If any of 
our actions bring harm to ourselves or to others then these are 
considered to be bad. If any actions bring peace and happiness they 
are considered good. In the current debate we are trying to 
understand what may be our common values and to decide what 
is right and what is wrong. According to the Buddhist tradition 
good and evil arise according to our intentions and the 
consequences of our thoughts and actions. We are taught that in 
our actions we should to seek to help everyone and to practice 
kindness in action and in words. We can talk theoretically about 
common values for many hours but what are their practical 
implications? In Buddhism we believe that our own home is the 
place in which to start practising these values and then in the wider 
society. As the Chief Rabbi said in his presentation, we can use 
schools and our temples, synagogues, churches and mosques as 
places in which children are taught to imbibe their respective values 
and to be helpful and kind to others. 

It is even more important today to inculcate these attitudes from 
early childhood. Sadly, many criminals are of a young age and this 
is because they are not taught or shown by example either at home 
or in school to be kind and to practise love. They think that they can 
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do what they want, so they hurt others, doing cruel things and 
sometimes even killing. Kindness needs to be taught to children in 
the home and in the school. It is important to use gentle and not 
harsh words. Children can be coarsened through the use of harsh 
language. I remember when someone asked a small girl in my 
presence what was her name. "Shut up, Helen" she said. She was 
asked again and she said "Shut up Helen" again. She thought that 
was her name because of the way in which she was used to being 
addressed in her home. Children need to be taught by example, by 
their families and by their teachers. 

In the Buddhist tradition we are taught to respect our parents and 
our teachers. In thinking about how we teach these values we need 
to bear in mind that in schools children are taught these days about 
many different religions. In doing this, it is important not to 
emphasise one particular religion more than another or to tell 
children that one is better than the others. Rather it is better to 
emphasise that all religions believe that kindness and tolerance are 
important and these can be seen as an common values for us all. 

Revd M arcus Braybrooke: The question has been raised as to why 
we need to discuss the question of common values and about the 
practical value of doing so. At the 1993 World Parliament of 
Religions in Chicago many leading members of the different world 
faiths added their names to the Declaration on a Global Ethic. This 
document attempted to respond to the critical issues facing our 
world and the opening session of the Parliament began with a 
review of them. The Declaration itself says "The world is in agony, 
peace eludes us, the planet is being destroyed, neighbours live in 
fear, women and men are estranged from each other . . .  children 
die" It was hoped at Chicago that the attempt to enunciate shared 
values would lead into common action and those at the Parliament 
were appealing for common action by those of different faiths to 
redress what is wrong with our world. The need to establish a link 
between values and practice is obviously important. 

I hope also that in our discussions together we will be self critical. 
Some of those values which I would like to see implemented have 
not always been upheld by the religions, for example, in their record 
on ecology, on human rights, and on relations between men and 
women. There is a need in the debate for a note of penitence and 
self-criticism on the part of our religious communities. 

Mr Indarjit Singh: I see the Millennium as an excellent 
opportunity for stocktaking. It happens to be a special anniversary 
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in the Christian calendar, but it also provides an opportunity for all 
of us to refle�t on what has gone wrong in our society. 1 hope that 
the opportumt,r to do this will be grasped. 

_I feel our _society has taken a wrong direction and is over obsessed 
�It� . self; It has put too much emphasis on the autonomy of 
mdividuals and shows a lack of concern for the effect that this can 
h�ve on, others. Every �ight t�levisi�n advertisements appeal to the 
'-:Iew,;rs greed and their desire for mstant gratification and "quick 
fixes an� the enco_uragement of these attitudes is causing great 
problems I_n our society. We see their impact at its most extreme in 
cases of children mur�ering chi�dren. We are alerted to our society's 
problems by su�h maJor tragedies as the shooting in Dunblane, but 
then we too easily forget about them again as the next news story 
tak�s over. We �eed to look ver� ha�d �t _where we are going as a 
society and the ��pact of e�cessive mdividualism on it. Today, in 
pla�e o! the 

,�radi�IOnal marnage co_ntr�ct, with the acceptance of its 
o�hgatwns for ncher, for poorer, m sickness or in health", society 
thmks that as long as t�o people show superficial love, that is 
�noug�. But _then they spht up and their children suffer. I see this 
mcreas�ngly m the youth court on which I serve. Well over 90% of 
the children appearing the

_
re come from broken homes. Only 

y�st�rday we had before us m court a child who had been causing 
cnmmal damage. What was his background? His parents had 
separated and his stepfather had sexually abused him What ho 
does that child have? 

· pe 

There is a good deal f�r us_ to ?e ashamed about in our society. If 
we want to_ change the �Irechon m which society is heading we first 
nee_d to pomt o

_
ut what Is wrong and identify the misplaced values 

which ar� causmg our problems. We also need to explore concrete 
steps �h�c� we could take to move in the direction of greater 
responsibility. 

. �t th� international level, the red�mption of debt is a good example: 
It IS qmte wro?g �hat _poor countnes go on paying more in interest 
than they receive m aid so that they simply get poorer and poorer. 
In the sam� way, we need to look at the whole question of the arms 
trade: the five permanent members of the Security Council provide 
80% of the worl�'s arms. ?adly, we tend to become accustomed to the 
way our world Is: the Millennium provides us with an opportunity 
to take stock of the ways in which we need to change it. 

Ms Humera Khan: On �he basis of my own experience, and that 
of �thers I know, I do beheve that there is a need within society for 
defmed norms and standards. In a country where Christianity 
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remains the majority religious faith I have an expectation that the 
Church will offer sound moral leadership and direction and 
establish some clear boundaries for ethical behaviour. I am 
disappointed that the Church is reluctant to meet this need. 

I have lived the whole of my life in inner London within a 
multi-cultural and multi-faith society in which many people 
experience confusion over their identities. Adolescence is very 
difficult to handle in the kind of society we have. There is a need 
to establish clear parameters and guidelines for children as they 
grow and develop so that they at least have a starting point from 
which to build their framework of values. Sadly, there is a spiritual 
vacuum within our society. In my view religious leaders have failed 
to meet this challenge. It is not enough simply to toss the problem 
back to families and to schools. Young people need to be helped 
on their journey in making sense of the reality which they 
experience in their daily lives. Those who seek secular counselling 
in an effort to deal with their confusion of spirituality are made to 
feel worse by being told that God is a figment of their imagination. 

My own organisation is engaged in work at a local level, trying 
to help and support those who are in difficulties and need to be 
strengthened from within. All faiths point to the need for our inner, 
or spiritual, and outer lives to be in harmony with each other. I 
hope that we shall find clearer leadership from the church and other 
religious leaders in our society in encouraging this. 

Dr Manazir Ahsan: I found the presentations we have heard 
today very interesting and useful. The presentation by the Chief 
Rabbi was very much in line with a Muslim understanding of the 
agenda for our society and I welcome and appreciate the way he 
has expressed it. Most often it is not realised that Western society 
is not only based on the Jewish and Christian traditions alone but 
also on the Muslim tradition and together they form the three 
Abrahamic traditions. Muslims are not newcomers to Europe; they 
lived in and ruled over the Iberian peninsula (modern-day Spain 
and Portugal) for more than seven centuries before coming to 
Eastern Europe and the Balkans, during the period of Ottoman rule. 
They brought a magnificent civilization and a superior culture to 
Europe and gained numerous converts not only in Spain, Sicily, and 
Southern Italy, but in the whole of the Balkans area. 

These three faiths share many values and cultural traditions and 
I do not see any difficulty in establishing common values between 
them. Nor do I think that there is a problem in doing so with other 
faith traditions, as all of them have elements which are held in 
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common. The work of the SCAA Forum is very valuable and we 
should all give it the strong support which it deserves. 

At present, Western civilisation is passing through a severe crisis, 
with problems deriving from the breakdown of the family giving 
rise to problems at home and in the wider society. As the Chief 
Rabbi said, we need to devote our energies and resources to tackling 
these problems in our homes, in our schools and in our community 
institutions. We cannot do so effectively in isolation from one 
another if we are to find peace and happiness in our society. 

Our schools need to reflect the values which we want to uphold 
in our wider society and we need to provide good examples to our 
children. It is right that schools should give children a values
oriented education based on those shared values which have been 
articulated, such as honesty, care for one another and the pursuit 
of truth, which the majority of us have in common, whether we 
belong to a particular faith community or not. 

The media has a most important role to play. Too often it projects 
unhelpful images of our different faiths and Islam has been treated 
particularly unjustly. A better and positive image of Islam in Britain 
and other parts of Europe will create better opportunities for 
Muslims to foster better and friendly relations with people of 
different faiths. A negative and distorted image is harmful for 
community relations and meaningful inter-faith dialogue and 
discussion at a local, national and international level. The Muslim 
community needs to discuss this with the media and to encourage 
them to give a more accurate picture of Islam. 

Mr Om Parkash Sharma: I agree with a great deal of what has 
been said by other speakers. I would like to offer from the Hindu 
tradition some of the teaching which Lord Krishna gave to Arjuna 
as set out in "The Bhagavad Gita". He said that people should have 
these qualities: "no violence in thought, word or deed; truthfulness 
and generosity in speech; an absence of anger, even under 
provocation; renunciation and restraint in action; composure of 
mind; abstention from malicious gossip; compassion towards all 
creatures; an absence of attachment to the object of our senses; 
mildness; a sense of shame when transgressing these standards; 
abstention from frivolous pursuits; forbearance; fortitude; external 
purity; bearing enmity to none; and an absence of self esteem." 
These are the marks of those who have been born with divine gifts. 
With these we can make a peaceful world. And in another Hindu 
text it says: "With righteousness in the heart comes purity of 
character; with purity of character comes beauty in life; with beauty 
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in life comes harmony in the family; with harmony in the family 
comes equilibrium in the State; and this brings peace !o the world." 

Within the Hindu tradition it has always been Important for 
students to acquire a pattern of values which will �elp them lead 
the good life and show them the path through which .the �ob�est 
qualities of body, mind and soul can be developed. It IS this kmd 
of approach, rather than the lack of discipline and strict standa�ds 
of conduct that is exhibited at present, that we need to be upholdmg 
in our education system. 

Dr Helen Haste: Today has been very illuminating. I have be:n 
reflecting from a psychologist's perspective on what has been. s�Id. 
Many people have talked about givin� precepts,

,
or rules for },IVmg, 

to children. We have heard an expressiOn of the golden rule from 
Judaism and some of the precepts of the Buddhist and Hindu 
traditions. These provide rules by which we might live. Bu�, as 
Professor Parekh asked, a major question is how do we motzvate 
people to live moral lives? How do we engage and energise people? 
Giving people rules to live by is fine if they are ready t? accept them, 
but how do we get the population of a country energised to pursue 
the moral goals that we all want to achieve? . . 

We know that the best way to get people involved m an enterpnse 
is to make them believe that they can effect change as a result. The 
Festival of Light, mentioned by Bishop Gavin �eid, and CND are 
two examples of very different movements which _won support by 
persuading people that they could make an Impact through 
supporting them. In times of religious revival we see people of all 
ages who want to offer themseh:es in service �o a god. How do w� 
get children to want to make their own moral Impact on t�: worl� . 

The National Curriculum Council's document on citizenship 
which came out a few years ago was a masterpiece of coi?promi�e. 
To please everyone the suggested curriculum wa� fl.lled ":'Ith 
conventional ideas about involvement in the commumty mcludmg, 
for example, helping elderly people. At roughly the same time, the 
BBC published a markedly subversive document "The Blue Peter 
Green Book" . The children's television programme, Blue Peter, has 
always had items about collecting bottle tops and helping people 
from the Third World. This "Green Book" offered, in effect, a 
curriculum for citizenship through engagement with environmental 
concerns. It was aimed at 8 to 10 year olds and sold over 150,000 
copies. It motivated 8 year olds to write to. their MP� s abou� issues 
of pollution and to join organisations dedicated to Improvmg the 
environment. Someone complained about it in the House of Lords, 
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and was quite right to do so because it was indeed a subversive 
document! I contrast the blandness of the NCC's material on 
citizenship (which was in its way quite commendable) with the 
suggestions in the Blue Peter Green Book for more practical action 
and engagement in the political process. 

If we want to get children engaged in moral action we must not 
just give them rules, but also a sense of how they can make an impact 
and make society better in practical ways. 

Mr Lionel Benjamin: I speak from both a psychological and a 
Buddhist viewpoint. If we are to live up to high ethical values this 
can only be done as a result of training. This is often difficult and 
we resist undertaking it. I was brought up in the Christian faith 
and, looking back on what I learned through it, I see the Ten 
Commandments as a training manual to get a small band safely 
through a hostile country to the promised land: so you should not 
fight with your neighbour or the band will break up. The Ten 
Commandments were a way of binding the Jewish people of that 
time together. The Buddha would only give ethical guidelines when 
something had gone wrong, and needed to be put right within the 
community. So rather than giving generalised commandments he 
taught those around him how to behave better. 

We need training for many purposes. In the Army people are 
trained to kill. We also train people in the skills of business and we 
train for sport, but we do not pay enough attention to training in 
the skills of the mind. All of us have trained for sport at school or 
elsewhere. This is always hard at first until the body gets used to it. 
But what about training in spiritual skills? If children have not seen, 
heard and practised these skills then we cannot expect them to 
behave well. When I was growing up my mother told me and 
showed me what to do and not do so that I knew what I should do 
and had the choice of doing it. 

We have such inequality in the distribution of wealth within our 
society that some people can actually afford to destroy things for 
pleasure and to throw away items that are still in good working 
order. We have a society that makes things and break things at 
speed. Lord Rees Mogg said that in the future the rich will go on 
"making and breaking" while the poor will have to repair things 
and use them again. If we are to survive, we need to train for the 
future. 

Mr Francis Baden-Powell: As Chairman of the Gresham College 
I am most grateful for the invitation to join you at this seminar. 
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Four hundred years ago when Sir Thomas Gresham established 
Gresham College, which was initially based elsewhere, his intention 
was to bring to people the "new learning" of the Renaissance to 
replace the "old learning" derived from religion. So it is appropriate 
today to be reflecting here about the communication of ideas, which 
has always been the role of Gresham College. 

I am very involved with a number of schools of which I am a 
governor. I am struck by the way in which the main priorities of 
these schools relate to academic success. This again comes back to 
the question of the values in our society at large. We live in an 
atmosphere which values success and in which less thought is given 
to those who are less successful. In my view we need to focus on 
other objectives than just academic success, for example on self 
worth and self fulfilment and I try to encourage a debate on the 
need for this in the schools with which I am involved. 

In this country we are suffering a crisis of self confidence. We are 
coming face to face with the recognition that over the last 100 years 
we have moved from being a "first league" country to one much 
lower down the scale. Yet the opportunities this creates are 
enormous and I hope that we will grasp the opportunity which the 
Millennium gives us to think about how we want our society to 
develop in the future. 

I would like to give one example of the way in which we can 
�ncou�age an involvement o� the part of children and young people 
m the 1ssues of the day. I am mvolved with a theatre company which 
focuses on ho.melessness, called Cardboard Citizens. Using 
homeless actors 1t puts on plays about homelessness in places where 
the homeless meet or in schools. Members of the audience can 
challenge at any point what the character is doing and then go 
forward and take over the playing of the part. I was recently at a 
performance at a school in the East End of a play about the descent 
of a girl into prostitution as a result of her rejection by her family 
and the lack of support she received at her school and then in the 
wider community. In the play her stepfather throws her out and 
she runs away. Yo�ngsters went up to take over the part of this girl 
(and all of the aud1ence were boys!) and the actors ad libbed around 
the way the audience wanted the story to develop. Within the space 
of quarter of an hour a number of different scenarios were played 
out. 

!his kind of dramatic presentation helps the young people to 
thmk deeply about the morality of the decisions which have to be 
taken as the story unfolds. It is important for schools to have 
sufficient time within their curriculum to explore moral issues and 
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also to make available to them examples of the methodology of 
tackling these issues in ways which give them meaning �or young 
people. The sowing of the seeds of moral awareness IS a very 
important task for our schools. 

Ms Melanie Phillips: When Bishop Gavin Reid referred to the 
media's concern with values in reaction to the Dunblane massacre 
and to Mrs Lawrence's initiative he suggested that this was possibly 
only a transitory phenomenon. I do agree that the media are not 
actually getting to grips effectively with the issues involved. There 
is a risk that an initiative like Mrs Lawrence's will just be used as a 
kind of media artefact to boost a newspaper's circulation and that 
it will be dropped as soon as the commercial possibilities of it are 
seen to be exhausted. 

Why is media attention to these issues so fickle? Partly it is 
because the media are in the business of promoting the very same 
values that have brought about the present state of our society: a 
concentration on cheap thrills, instant gratification, sensationalism, 
voyeurism, mixing up the public and th� priva.te,. and the divorce 
of sexuality from marriage and procreation. This IS very much the 
agenda of the popular media, designed to sell its products <:'n the 
basis that human nature has been debased so that people will, for 
example, buy The Sun, folding it inside their copy of the Catholic 
Herald or whatever! So to a large extent in the values debate the 
media are being invited to host a critical debate on precisely those 
values which they themselves are busy purveying. This is a very 
significant obstacle to their playing an effective role in this debate. 

What struck me about the coverage of Dunblane and of Mrs 
Lawrence's initiative was a note of astonishment on the part of 
many media commentators that the debate sparked ?Y these 
incidents had apparently come out of nowhere. But this was a 
profoundly wrong perception. People are desperately worried 
about their children and other people's children, children who are 
out of control, problems of parental authority , the state of our 
schools, and the level of crime. There is a great deal of anxiety 
around and it only needs a few sparks to bring all these concerns 
to the surface. Generally speaking, in the absence of sensational 
events like Dunblane and the murder of Philip Lawrence the media 
do not pick up these issues. Why? I think it is b�cause ?Y and large 
the media are divorced from real people and their real hfe concerns. 

Bishop Gavin Reid alluded to the fact that the media treat the 
Churches very badly. I do not think you can overestimate the almost 
visceral hostility of much of the media culture to the Churches and 
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to religion in general. That is a very worrying phenom�non. Why 
is the media so hostile to "religious" values and to values m general? 
There are various reasons for this. The media think that the Church 
is boring and out of touch and that most people are secular and ?o 
not go to church. The media do not like other centres of authonty 
that tell people how to behave. For one thing, they may !ry to 
interfere with the media's own agenda! But I would also hke to 
suggest a more controversial reason. The media are not just hostile 
to the Church because they disapprove of it but because they are 
in the business of replacing the Church! 

The media see themselves as our secular priests and the mediators 
of the prevailing culture. Why is this so? It is because the Church 
has abdicated its position of moral leadership within society and 
this has created a vacuum in terms of values into which the media 
have leapt. They have sensed an opportunity here to take greater 
power for themselves. Journalists are now much more powerful 
than they were even twenty years ago. This is because they are 
filling a vacuum in both political and religious leadership. The 
institutions to which we should be looking for moral, spiritual and 
cultural leadership have abdicated their position. . Bishop Gavin Reid expressed his gratitude to the Chief Rabbi for 
being so "up front" about religion. He related the experience so far 
of the discussions on the Millennium in which the Church has been 
apologetic and timid in putting forward its own religious poin� of 
view. It has prevaricated about those root problems of our society 
which preoccupy most people. The Church of England has, !or 
example, been exceptionally equivocal on marriage and the family. 
Its instinctive reaction over the Millennium has been that it does 
not want to give offence to others. It is concerned about the risk of 
being seen as excluding rather than including people as a result of 
promoting its own message. It has put the desire not to offend or 
exclude at the top of its priority list. It is this same desire always to 
achieve consensus which is the basic trap into which the SCAA 
Forum exercise is at risk of falling. 

On media involvement in a national debate on values, by all 
means approach the media moguls in the hope that they will de�i�e 
to help to promote this. There is still .a certain a�ou.nt of c.IVIC 
responsibility on their part and that of editors an� �e�u<:'r journalists. 
But it is no use appealing to them to take the Imhahve on moral 
regeneration as long as the Churches and other institutions continue 
to fail to exercise effective moral leadership within society. If the 
Churches provide this leadership it will put the �e�ia's role into a 
proper perspective. At the moment they are enjoymg the power 
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they can exercise in filling the vacuum that has been left for them. 

Rt Revd Charles Henderson: In our discussions today we may 
not have found all the answers and indeed we may not have found 
the right questions. But we have started a process of meeting and 
interchange at a personal level and of being able to sp�ak ?penly 
and honestly with each other. No doubt everyone

_
here Will disagree 

with at least some aspect of what others have said. But at least we 
have listened. My understanding of the relation_ship _b�tween 

_
the 

media and the Churches is not the same as Melame Phllhps has JUSt 
described. But, nevertheless, I listened with interest to what she has 
said and she has made me think more deeply about it. 

There is always a danger of misunderstanding in our exchange 
of views because we do not always speak the same language. I 
myself come from Ireland from an Irish cu�t�ral 

_
and ed�cational 

background but I have since experienced hvmg m mulh-cult�ral 
Britain. I do believe that it is realistic to suppose that we can fmd 
common values; and a common approach to living in harmony with 
one another. We can find parameters which we all respect and 
which would enable us to live in peace. We can do this if we seek 
to know one another better. There is an adage: "Know yourself" . 
Knowing yourself, and valuing yourself enables you to know others 
and to value them equally as yourself. If you can begin to exchange 
views and concerns with other people on equal terms and be 
prepared to listen, then, 

. 
even though there can be 

misunderstandings, the heart wlll eventually overcome these. 
One of the problems of our present_ age is , the stre�gth of 

individualism as a philosophy: pursumg one � own mter:st 
regardless of others. This is a deeply damaging philosophy �f _h_

fe. 
I am convinced that as individuals we must accept a responsibility 
which starts with the freedom of the individual, but this freedom 
does not mean license to do as one wishes. Rather, freedom starts 
with the need to respect the freedom of oth�rs. _We need to uphold 
freedom and the responsibility which goes with It rather than hcense 
coupled with an individualism which excludes a pr_oper concern _for 
others. I am sure that this offers a basis on which we can fmd 
common values and a common way of life. 

Mr Nicholas Coote: The Chief Rabbi spoke about the importance 
of the role of the family, the school and the community and, by 
implication, of these in contrast to the State. The recent document 
produced by the Roman Catholic Bishops of England and Wales, The 
Common Good, calls for "the remoralisation of the public sphere", 
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without which families, schools and the community will all find 
themselves in difficulty. This document reflects the teaching in 
recent Papal documents, which have used the phrase "the structures 
of sin" . The Pope is pointing to the fact that our society is caught 
up in certain structures which make it difficult for individuals to 
reach moral decisions and to carry these out within the family and 
the community. We need to remoralise the political enterprise and 
to reclaim it from professional politicians. 

Mr Brian Pearce: We need to draw our afternoon's discussion to 
a close. The current debate suggests that we can reach agreement 
on shared values in terms at least of the "core" values we hold. 
Inevitably more difficulty arises when we try to apply "core" values 
to particular situations where there may be a clash of values which 
seem to pull us in different directions. But it is important for us not 
to lose sight of the significance of our ability to establish a degree 
of understanding on common "core" values. We need then to go 
on to discuss with one another in more detail the implications of the 
values we hold for particular spheres of life and how they apply in 
varying circumstances. Questions of process and of how we can 
create a framework within which this continuing debate can take 
place fruitfully are also of great importance. I hope that the space 
and time we have provided today has been a contribution to that 
process. It seems to me unlikely that the debate about mora�ity, 
about values and about virtues will come to a premature conclusiOn, 
removing the possibility of any "Great Debate" linked to the 
Millennium! The debate will surely go on. 

* * * 

Close of Seminar 

Mr Pearce then invited Mr Om Parkash Sharma, the Co-Chair of 
the Network, to conclude the seminar. After reciting a Hindu prayer, 
Mr Sharma said that he hoped that participants felt, as he did, that 
the day had been a most valuable opportunity to hear about a 
number of current initiatives in the field of values, both in education 
and in our wider society and to exchange reflections on that debate 
and how it could best be carried forward. He expressed particular 
thanks to the main speakers, the Chief Rabbi Or Jonathan Sacks, 
Or Nicholas Tate, Ms Monica Taylor, Professor Bhikhu Parekh and 
Bishop Gavin Reid, whose presentations had been both stimulating 
and enlightening. He also thanked all the seminar participants for 
being present and for the contributions they had made to the formal 
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and informal discussions in the course of it. He thanked Mr Brian 
Pearce, Dr Harriet Crabtree and Mrs Harsha Shah of the Network 
office for their work in preparing the day's seminar and repeated 
his thanks to Gresham College for the opportunity to hold it at 
Barnard' s Inn Hall. 
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Annex A 
Statement on Values by the N ational Forum for Values i n  

Education and the Community of the School Curriculum and 
Assessment Authority 

[Ahead of the seminar, by way of background, participants received copies of the 
consultative document issued by the School Curriculum and Assessment Authority 
in November 1 996 on the work of its National Forum for Values in Education and 
the Community. The document included a statement of values which had emerged 
from its deliberations. Following a further meeting of the Forum in January 1 997 
and other consultations, some adjustments to the text of the values statement were 
made and a preamble setting it in context was added to it. It is the text of this revised 
document which is reproduced below.] 

The Preamble to the Statement of Values 

The National Forum for Values in Education and the Community was set 
up by the School Curriculum and Assessment Authority to: 
1. discover whether there are any values upon which there is common 

agreement within society; 
2. decide how schools might be supported in the important task of 

contributing to pupils' spiritual, moral, social and cultural development. 

The Forum identified a number of values on which members believed 
society would agree. Extensive consultation showed there to be 
overwhelming agreement on these values. 

The second part of the remit was met by the recommendation that SCAA 
produce guidance for schools on the promotion of pupils' spiritual, moral, 
social and cultural development. This guidance, it was recommended, 
should be structured around the contexts of value, build upon current good 
practice, encourage rigour and a whole school approach to work in this 
area and be supported by booklets of case studies, a directory of resources, 
a glossary of the terms commonly used in this area and guidelines for 
community service. It was also recommended that the guidance include 
suggestions on how the school might involve the local community to work 
in this area. SCAA was also asked to use the statement of values nationally 
to instil confidence, trigger debate and elicit support for schools in the vital 
task of promoting pupils' spiritual, moral and social development. This 
work is currently being planned. 

It is important to note the following points: 
• The remit of the Forum was to decide whether there are any values 

that are commonly agreed upon across society, not whether there are 
any values that should be agreed upon across society. The only authority 
claimed for these values, accordingly, is the authority of consensus. 
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• These values are not exhaustive. They do not, for example, include 
religious beliefs, principles or teachings, though these are often the 
source from which commonly-held values derive. The statement neither 
implies nor entails that these are the only values that should be taught 
in schools. There is no suggestion, in particular, that schools should 
confine themselves to these values. 

• Agreement on the values outlined below is compatible with 
disagreement on their sources. Many believe that God is the ultimate 
source of value, and that we are accountable to God for our actions; 
others that values have their source only in human nature, and that we 
are accountable only to our consciences. The statement of values is 
consistent with these and other views on the sources of value. 

• Agreement on the values is also compatible with different 
interpretations and applications of these values. It is for schools to 
decide, reflecting the range of views in the wider community, how these 
values should be interpreted and applied. So, for example, the principle 
'we support the institution of marriage' may legitimately be interpreted 
as giving rise to positive promotion of marriage* as an ideal, of the 
responsibilities of parenthood, and of the duty of children to respect 
their parents. 

• The ordering of the values does not imply any priority or necessary 
preference. The ordering reflects the belief of many that values in the 
context of the self must precede the development of the other values. 

• These values are so fundamental that they may appear unexceptional. 
Their demanding nature is however demonstrated both by our 
collective failure consistently to live up to them, and the moral challenge 
which acting on them in practice entails. 

Schools and teachers can have confidence that there is general agreement 
in society upon these values. They can therefore expect the support and 
encouragement of society if they base their teaching and the school ethos 
on these values. 

*In British law, marriage is defined as 'the voluntary union for life of one man and 
one woman to the exclusion of all others'. 
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THE STATEMENT OF V A LUES 

THE SELF 

We value ourselves as unique human beings capable of spiritual, moral, 
intellectual and physical growth and development. 

On the basis of these values, we should: 
• develop an understanding of our own characters, strengths and 

weaknesses; 
• develop self-respect and self-discipline; 
• clarify the meaning and purpose in our lives and decide, on the basis 

of this, how we believe that our lives should be lived; 
• make responsible use of our talents, rights and opportunities; 
• strive, throughout life, for knowledge, wisdom and understanding; 
• take responsibility, within our capabilities, for our own lives. 

RELATIONSHIPS 

We value others for themselves, not only for what they have or what they 
can do �or us. We value relationships as fundamental to the development 
and fulf1lment of ourselves and others, and to the good of the community. 

On the basis of these values, we should: 
• respect others, including children; 
• care for others and exercise goodwill in our dealings with them; 
• show others they are valued; 
• earn loyalty, trust and confidence; 
• work co-operatively with others; 
• respect the privacy and property of others; 
• resolve disputes peacefully. 

SOCIETY 

We value truth, freedom, justice, human rights, the rule of law and collective 
effort for the common good. In particular, we value families as sources of 
love and support for all their members, and as the basis of a society in which 
people care for others. 

On the basis of these values, we should: 
• understand and carry out our responsibilities as citizens; 
• refuse to support values or actions that may be harmful to individuals 

or communities; 
• support families in raising children and caring for dependants; 
• support the institution of marriage; 
• recognise that the love and commitment required for a secure and 

happy childhood can also be found in families of different kinds; 
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• help people to know about the law and legal processes; 
• respect the rule of law and encourage others to do so; 
• respect religious and cultural diversity; 
• promote opportunities for all; 

. . . . . • support those who cannot, by themselv�s, sustam a d1gmhed hfe-style; 
• promote participation in the democratic process by all sectors of the 

community; 
• contribute to, as well as benefit fairly from, economic and cultural 

resources; 
• make truth, integrity, honesty and goodwill priorities in public and 

private life. 

THE ENVIRONMENT 

We value the environment, both natural and shaped by humanity, as the 
basis of life and a source of wonder and inspiration. 

On the basis of these values, we should: 
• accept our responsibility to maintain a sustainable environment for 

future generations; 
• understand the place of human beings within nature; 
• understand our responsibilities for other species; 
• ensure that development can be justified; 

. 
• . preserve balance and diversity in nature wherever poss

_
1ble; 

e preserve areas of beauty and interest for future generatiOns; 
e repair, wherever possible, habitats damaged by human development 

and other means. 
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Dr Nicholas TATE 
Chief Executive, School Curriculum and Assessment Authority 

Ms Monica TA YLOR 
Chair, Values Education Council 

Most V en . Dr M V AJIRAGNANA 
London Buddhist Vihara 

Mr Stephen WHITTLE 
Director, Broadcasting Standards Council 
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