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Anglican Media Sydney is the media arm of the Anglican Diocese of Sydney. As a widely awarded communications unit, the organisation aims to serve, live and preach the Christian gospel in partnership with churches and other Christian organisations.

The Anglican Church has a long tradition of engaging in public debate via the media. On issues ranging from moral and ethical questions to the controversies of the Christian faith, Anglican men and women have appeared in print and on electronic media to debate, discuss and interpret historic Christian teaching.
This task has been made more urgent by a combination of factors. On the one hand, media outlets have multiplied and become more diverse. On the other hand, the general understanding of Christian doctrine which we once took for granted has diminished as the ethnic mix of the society has changed to include a great proportion of those with backgrounds in other religions or no religion at all.
Against this background, the church has a legitimate educative role to play. An understanding of world religions, including Christianity, is essential to an understanding of today's society. The Christian religion sheds light on the great themes of human history and art, literature and culture.

The Anglican Church also believes it has a mission to proclaim the teachings of Jesus to the world, regardless of race or creed and regardless of the reception of that message as long as it is conveyed according to standards laid out in the historical, biblical literature. Freedom to change one's mind about a belief system should be a key plank of any human rights framework. For this freedom to flourish, we need the free exchange of ideas.

It is not the intention of our submission to complain of ill‐treatment or lack of opportunity for doing these things. There have been times when Christians have been given an advantage in this process, and times when we have been at a disadvantage. In secular terms, there have been ‘market forces’ at work with which we would not argue.
We have at times been assisted by government policy where the government of the day has deemed the access we have been given to be of value to society as a whole. Our church schools, welfare and medical ministries have undoubtedly made a contribution to the community, which is rightly valued by government. However in the area of media debate we see little point in regulating discussion as long as it does not contravene accepted standards of behaviour, which we would, in the first place, seek to uphold.

This is not to say that public discussion of religious matters does not generate heat. Often, it does. However, the old maxim, ‘never discuss religion or politics’ would impoverish our society and attempts to control or censor the debate would be counter‐productive.

We, along with other major religions, sometimes face hostile journalists who are, by conviction, against us. This has always been the case. It is up to our leadership to deal with such coverage and if it is biased, to avail themselves of the opportunity for remedy. We have taken opportunity, within the existing framework of media regulation to object to certain things. Complaints to the press council, the ABC board and other authorities have been adjudicated and dealt with. Sometimes we have not liked the outcome but accept the process and cannot see that further regulation would be of benefit.

The issue of satirical representation of church leaders and church issues is a case in point. We accept that as public figures, our leaders are a legitimate target of satirical material. We may not like this, and we may object to the approach being taken, but we do not seek to curtail people's right to do so.

Our leadership is often asked about religious representation in art, sometimes in cases which we would see at the least as being in poor taste and at the worst, blasphemous. We already have access to the media to complain and to put our point of view. Such opinions are often respected and even when they are not, government‐mandated control would not be helpful.

Many models of anti‐vilification laws end up being as bad as what they replace. We seek an atmosphere of free exchange of ideas and the opportunity to put forward our views and feel as though this opportunity is already afforded to us by present legislation.
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