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BIOGRAPHICAL INTRODUCTION:

My association with the IIEA is via my membership of The Church of Ireland European Affairs Working Group, which ultimately reports to the General Synod, our supreme governing body. Synod is composed of lay and clerical representatives drawn from every diocese in Ireland.  Our brief is to inform the synod on European affairs, which really amounts to a watching brief on the European Union.  
I should add that it is the Standing Committee of the General Synod which speaks for the Church of Ireland, not its House of Bishops, so my comments are entirely personal.
The Church of Ireland is, of course, an independent province of the world-wide Anglican Communion. Like the Orthodox Church, the Communion has no Magisterium for defining doctrine, nor do we espouse any specific brand of theology in the way that Lutherans look to Luther, Presbyterians to Calvin, or Methodists to John Wesley. The most distinguishing feature of Anglicanism is its liturgy. 
This absence of such brand labels often confuses our fellow Christians, who may conclude that we either believe in nothing or not much else.  In fact there is a distinctive Anglican way of doing theology which is not a million miles from the EU method of consensus. 
As for me, I have recently retired, my last position being principal of the Church of Ireland Theological College.  I hasten to add that this does not make me a theologian. I am a medieval historian, with a specialty in Anglo-Norman Ireland. I began my career as a university lecturer in the USA. I am still engaged in research and writing in that field.
I am a fairly passionate advocate of the European enterprise, partly because of my historical perspectives on Ireland in Europe, but primarily because I believe that from the days of the Coal and Steel Community it offers the world, as well as Europe, a radically new method of doing politics, which makes room for reflection on issues of sovereignty and realpolitik that could not have occurred either to Machiavelli or Thucydides.
THE WORKING GROUP AND THE LISBON FIRST LISBON REFERENDUM

CONTEXT: As a committee our duty is to inform. If we stridently advocated a ‘yes’ vote the result could be counterproductive.  The membership of the Church of Ireland is remarkably diverse for a community that is a minority not only in the Republic, which is our administrative base, but also in Northern Ireland, where we come third after Catholics and Presbyterians. That means our membership is involved in just about every party on this island, with the probable exception of Sinn Fein.  The members of our farming communities are involved deeply in the politics of the farming organisations, as I learned to my cost at the General Synod last year.  In Northern Ireland there is a marked Euro-scepticism, as elsewhere in the UK. This is deepened by a pervasive Protestant isolationism, which is very difficult to engage with.
That said, we met with representatives of the Roman Catholic, Presbyterian and Methodist churches in Ireland in May 2008 to discuss a common response to the Lisbon referendum.
We issued a press statement which included the following elements:

· We recalled the remarkable achievements of the European enterprise in relation to the peace of Europe, its economic reconstruction, and its important social dimension
· We welcomed the enlargement of the Union

· We welcomed the role of the Union in relation to climate change, energy and Third World development
· We urged members of our respective churches to vote only on those issues directly linked to the Treaty as their Christian duty, recommending the explanatory leaflet on the Treaty issued by the National Forum on Europe

· We commended Article 2, Section 20, of the treaty which recognizes the role of the churches and religious associations within the Union.

In all of this we sought to emphasize the benefits that membership of the Union had conferred on Ireland, and how the treaty sought to address the structural problems of a Union that had expanded from 6 to 27 members, with the expectation that others were poised to join after the passage of the treaty.
In the context of this discussion, it is important to note that we did not allude to the rhetoric over whether or not Christianity should be mentioned in the treaty, but rather emphasized the real achievement of the recognition of the churches in Article 2, Section 20.  I think it would be true to say that the Church of Ireland Working Group took a pragmatic view of the whole debate, realising that opposition to the inclusion of a reference to the role of Christianity had to do with francophone hangups about laïcité.
ARCHBISHOP MARTIN’S ADDRESS: I found the archbishop’s address characteristically robust, forthright, lucid and to the point. Le style c’est l’homme. I liked his no-nonsense approach to how Christians should engage both with the institutions of the Union and with wider social, moral and philosophical issues.  Most, if not all, of these issues were either integral to Western culture as a whole, or they were actually home-grown or self-inflicted.  Whatever its imperfections, he fully acknowledged the great merits of the Union.  He showed no sympathy for groups that deliberately misrepresented the issues in the late lamented referendum. Indeed, he went further by urging the Union not to turn in on itself, but to work to build a more ‘just and fraternal world.’  I would interject here that there is a significant overlap of interest here between the churches and the Union.  Many of the Union’s development programmes are for entirely understandable cultural and historical reasons bound up with former European colonies.  These are exactly the regions where European churches have powerful links because of missionary history.  The Church of Ireland has many links with Anglican provinces in Africa, Asia, and even South America, not to mention North America, Australia or New Zealand.  I would emphasize that links with the global church are evident at parish level through involvement in development programmes and education schemes.
In short, there is nothing in the archbishop’s address that I would not be prepared to endorse, and to endorse happily.
CHRISTIAN VALUES.

But what are these Christian values, and how do they apply? As an historian I am keenly aware of the many occasions in European history that church-state relations ended in tears and enduring bitterness.  One does not have to go as far back as the Investiture Contest that racked Europe in the 12th century.  One thinks of the French Revolution and the strong traditions of anticlericism that developed in Europe since the Enlightenment, which underlie the issues connected with laïcité that I have alluded to earlier. We have no shortage of examples in Ireland of how comfortable understandings between Church and State likewise ended in tears, whether we are looking at the Disestablishment of the Church of Ireland in the 19th century, or at our present troubles in regard to child abuse scandals.
It is difficult not to recall Acton’s axiom about absolute power corrupting absolutely, and to say that nowhere is this more demonstrably true than within the structures of church itself. 

But the tragedy is that good people make an even bigger mess of things. Look at the record in the brief history of this state of how many times the use of law to police morals just ran aground, whether we are talking about censorship, contraception, divorce or abortion. Irish solutions to Irish problems have never been notably successful, and that is just plain reality.
Does this mean that Christian values ought to come with a health warning?

I think the honest answer must be both yes and no.  There is no doubt that the Scriptures provide abundant reflection on issues of conduct and character, but that is not to say that the Bible is a ready reference book for quick-fix moral issues.  You cannot abstract ethical answers by checking out the index.  Such a fundamentalist approach produces people who want to stone women who have been raped, or mindless creationism in the face of the massive scientific evidence in support of the evolutionary model.  Without doubt Christians have to respond to the call of God in such a way that their lives are worthy of, or fitting to, the gospel they proclaim. While the community memory preserved in the great diversity of the Scriptures will help to inform ethical debate, it does not supply timeless truths.  We can, for instance, get a vivid picture in the letters of St Paul of the moral struggles of fledgling Christian communities engaged in a dialectical struggle between their Jewish heritage and the values of the Greek communities in which they lived. They had no certain answers. And neither did Paul, as he struggled to deal with all sorts of issues.  The truth of the matter is that Christians have no monopoly on moral discourse in a world where rapid change will constantly change the context of moral choice itself. Certainly we have a rich tradition of moral reflection to bring to bear on such questions, but that must be balanced by intellectual openness and moral humility in the face of perplexity. 
Bland pontification about Christian values, even when not linked to right wing politics, must be tempered by the admission that not only do churches disagree with each other on moral issues, but they are sometimes not even agreed within their own traditions. Here in all humility I must refer to bitter debate about homosexual issues within my own church.   I would also say that moral positions change and mutate.  The church for many centuries, including the New Testament churches, accepted slavery as an institution.
I can’t say how far European culture has been shaped by Christian values, but it would be naïve to pretend that such values have played no part in the shaping of a distinctive western culture.  We are all heirs to an astonishingly rich and fertile civilization with a bewildering variety of component elements :classical, religious, humanist, scientific, legal, literary, artistic – the list is inexhaustible.  It is important to recognize that among those religious traditions that made significant contributions to this cultural cocktail we must include Judaism and Islam.
That there is so much ambiguity in this matter should not be the cause for despair, but for rejoicing.  How can being human ever be other than living with ambiguity? 
I will leave you with an image that for me sums up the ambiguous relationship between church and society that lies at the heart of European culture. Every time I go to Rome I visit the wonderful apsidal mosaic in the church of Santa Pudenziana, which shows Christ enthroned as the celestial emperor, clearly and unambiguously mirroring the Roman emperor.  Christ is surrounded by his celestial senate, the apostles, wearing senatorial stoles.  Above is the heavenly Jerusalem richly endowed with classical forms of architecture.  As this is the earliest basilican Christian mosaic in Rome – it is dated around 390 AD – it is likely that he parents of many who worshipped there would have remembered the last and most devastating persecution of the church by the Emperor Diocletian earlier in the century.
It is an extraordinary marriage of convenience, but one never the less that served to preserve our classical heritage.  In the face of the barbarian invasions, it was ironically the Christian population of the disintegrating Roman empire that consciously saw itself as the bearer of ‘Romanitas’. In other words, they equated Christianity with ‘Romanity’ tout court. I think I am correct in saying that no surviving classical manuscript is earlier than the ninth century AD.  Without Christianity we would be as puzzled by the Coliseum as we are about Stone Henge.
That Romanitas reached the shores of Ireland through Christian missionaries, not at the point of a legionary’s sword. 
