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True or False?

By way of introducti on, | thought
to decide whether they are true or false.
The answers will be near the end of the magazine, just before the answers to
all the other puzzles.
Graham Powellgditor of the WIN ONE.

1. | have been invited to Buckingham Palace for tea, but | declined the
invitation.

2. | have met Annie Lennox, famous singer and Charity Activist.

3. | have been a Stangp Comedian.

4. | have studied at 3 universities.

5. | am a Fellow of the Royal Society of Arts.

6. | was the Croydon Harriers 800 metres champion.

7. | have been in a BBC radio documentary.

8. | am ambidextrous.

9. | have been a road sweeper.

10. | have won cups for cycling.
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E-mail from Dr Jason Betts.

Dear Ed,

| am a member of Hellig.

| have a new IQ test that would be more suitable for the average Hi -
Qer than my other Lux Mystica, which received a poor participation

response from Mensans.

This new test is free to take, for all people, at the moment while | get
norming data, and having some good high scorers would really help
standardize the test.

It is called The 7 Liberal Arts and Sciences, and consists of 7 sections
of 7 questions each.

It is a straightforward test that should not require study or research,
but all internet use is allowed.

All the tests are here: http://psiqg.org/lux but the easiest one is the 7
Liberal Arts and Sciences.

Could you publish it on the website, or publish it somehow?

Thanks,
Jason.
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Also, Jason has organized a competition whereby the winner with

the highest score on the above test will win one euro for every day

remaining after the test has been submitted up to and including 31 st

December 2010.

Check out the details on:

http:Mww.psiq.org/directory.pdf
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FREE MEANING OF LIFE - Philosophy by polymath Dr Jason Betts

Here is my free philosophy of the Meaning of Life - please read this
free Meaning of Life,

and share it with your friends! There are many good versions, to be
sure, and this is mine.

It is a mixture of western and eastern Meaning of Life philosophy

and my own ideas.

If you like my free Meaning of Life, please keep reading the

following 10 Step Philosophies.

They are written in the same no -nonsense to -the -point style with
easy -to-do practical actions.

To gain benefit from any knowledge, such as the free Meaning of

Life, it is important that you

put that knowledge into ACTION, and USE it - that is, make a
physical movement based upon it.

Only then can the benefits of having this knowledge have a

mechanism of coming to you. So, try it.

The FREE Meaning of Life - Part 1 : The 4 Directives

1. To find your life's purpose and achieve your destiny.

2. To cultivate and appreciate happiness within the self.

3. To communicate that happiness and share it with others.
4. To produce, protect and teach all our collective offspring.

The FREE Meaning of Life - Part 2 : How to Find and Cultivate
Happiness

1. Enjoy and participate in the simple pleasures of life.

2. Follow your moral conscience to avoid regrets and guilt.

3. Achieve and share success by creating values for self and others.
4. Search for long term pleasure and choose to avoid long term pain.
5. Fill your soul with acceptance, gratitude and compassion for others.



AtlantlQ Society is a high IQ group
inspired by the work of Leonardo da
Vinci.

Members have an IQ at, or above, the
95" percentile, and their artistic or
scientific skills are also appreciated.
The AtlantlQ Society has many
projects, for example, fundraising for
Unicef; a quarterly, multilingual,
multi -media magazine; and a project
to improve the integration and
inclusion of gifted children in
schools. Other projects are being
planned for the near future.

The most recent project is the CODEX,

a new test that still needs more Guestion 1
applications to be normed properly.

The CODEX is mainly a visual -spatial
intelligence test with  logical -
sequential items as well. It consists of

33 guestions in total and does not Guestion
have a time limit for completion.

The test is available in two

languages, English and lItalian,

£Ev}ouv wE£°¢ {ow|z" quzfan
luck it will be available in other
languages, a moot point dependent

on the good will of others to

translate it.

Whoever wishes to take the test can

ask for it (for free) by sending an e -
mail to:  atlant/Qsociety@gmail.com,
supplying (in addition) their age

and evidence of previous test scores.

A prompt reply with a link to the

test will be sentby e  -mail.

Qtwsfion 6

When the norming period is over, it
will be possible for testees to ask for Guestion 12
an 1Q score.

AtlantlQ Society site:
www.atlantigsociety.com

@ Beatrice Rescanai - 2010. Y righte reserved.
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Can Religion Play a Role in Public Reason?
by Paul Edgeworth

1.The vindication of Public Reason.

In Political Liberalism , John Rawls asks how is it possible that a stable
and just society of free and equal citizens profoundly divided by reasonable
though incompatible comprehensive doctrines may exist over time? That is to
say, given the fact of reasonable pluralism in a democratic structure, the aim
of political liberalism is to uncover the conditions for a reasonable public basis
of justification on fundamental political questions. From this perspective then,
public reason can be understood as the reason of citizens who as equals
exercise final political power over one another in enacting laws and in
amending their constitution. A distinction is made between comprehensive
doctrines and political conceptions of justice; furthermore, public reason does
not apply to all political questions, but only to those involving constitutional
essentials and questions of basic justice. In addition, Rawls holds that values
that conflict with the political conception of justice may be outweighed,
because they come into conflict with the very conditions that make social
cooperation possible on a footing of mutual respect. Thus, Rawls recognizes
that social unity and stability derive from a consensus, that is, in his view,
political principles and institutions can only be justified for those who differ
in their comprehensive beliefs only if they are the focus of an overlapping
consensus. Accordingly, it can be said that the vindication of public reason is
to be found in the shared sense of political citizenship that links fellow
citizens together.

2.A religious basis for shared political values.

While public reason may only come into play in certain circumstances,
some may nevertheless argue that they face a dilemma when they attempt to
be faithful to their religious beliefs and at the same time respect the beliefs of
those who do not share in their own. Hence, it may be necessary to appeal to
nonpublic values as well as to public ones. And if it is supposed that people
hold widely differing comprehensive views in circumstances of mutual
interest, it is likewise believed that references to comprehensive doctrines
could be made without being overly threatening. Therefore, it is the present
position that there is room for comprehensive views, specifically religious ones,
in political judgment. Indeed, it can be argued that the best ideal of public
reason for a modern democratic nation is an inclusive one that allows citizens
to express the ways in which their comprehensive religious views provide
foundations for their shared political values.

3:The civil role of religion in ancient Greece, then the rise of political
liberalism.

In the time of Socrates, ancient religion was a civic religion of public
social practice, and not a religion of salvation in the Christian sense. Ancient
Greek religion, and the Athenian religion in particular, was a civic religion of



the polis that can be said to have held something of a monopoly on religious
sensibilities. But the arrival of the Reformation, and the subsequent
appearance of a rival authoritative and salvationist religion to medieval
Christianity, had enormous consequences. Thus, the historical origin of
political liberalism is the Reformation and its aftermath, with the long
controversies over religious toleration in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. The fact of religious division remains even today, and it is for this
reason that political liberalism assumes the fact of reasonable pluralism as a
pluralism of comprehensive doctrines, including both religious and
nonreligious doctrines. However, this should not be seen as a disaster, but
rather as the understandable outcome of human reason functioning within
enduring free institutions. For Rawls then, the free use of reason is not a bad
thing, and the pluralism that results is at least morally neutral, if not good.
Indeed, Rawls makes an important and interesting claim when he states that
the success of liberal constitutionalism comes as a discovery of a new social
~}¢cecwpwzweE " EvoEf wt¢: »£VsS ~}¢cecwpwzw£g” } 0
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4 Politically liberal institutions valued for their own sake.

In such a society, comprehensive doctrines, whether religious or non -
religious, would be unreasonable as political views, because they would take
£vs ~mpzwg°¢ ~}zwfwqoz ~},;sji £} s|t}igs o ¥ws,
uncompromisingly differ; therefore, a stable society is not one that would
constantly use or threaten force, but rather it would consist in the
establishment of an overlapping consensus among people with different
comprehensive religious or philosophical doctrines who come to value
politically liberal institutions for their own sake. Such a consensus has to be
invulnerable to shifting power, and all have to be able to endorse it. For this
to occur, it must not be a mere moaus vivend/ , and it must be ultimately
rooted in comprehensive doctrines in some way. When a citizen in a
democratic society endorses a liberal conception of justice as a modus vivendi
he accepts the current regime as a compromise between the best political
arrangement for himself, that is, a conception of justice based solely upon his
own comprehensive doctrine, and the worst, that is, a conception of justice
based solely upon a comprehensive doctrine incompatible with his own. A
modadus vivendi  therefore represents a peace treaty or cease fire, something that
Is political in a crass way.

5.More specifics on an overlapping consensus.

In contrast, while a political conception of justice addresses the fact of
reasonable pluralism, its form and content are not affected by the existing
balance of political power between comprehensive doctrines, nor do its
principles strike a compromise between the dominant ones. Rather, where a
political arrangement is the focus of an overlapping consensus, its political
conception of justice is endorsed by citizens each within their own
comprehensive doctrine, that is, each sees the conception of justice governing



the basic structure of society as an appropriate manifestation of his own
comprehensive doctrine in the political sphere.

An overlapping consensus, therefore, is not merely a consensus on
accepting certain authorities, or on complying with certain institutional
arrangements, founded on a convergence of self - or group interests. All those
who affirm the political conception start from within their own
comprehensive view and draw on the religious, philosophical and moral
grounds it provides.

Accordingly, citizens will not withdraw their support of a political conception

should the relative strength of their view in society increase and become

dominant, and the political conception will still be supported regardless of

shifts in the distribution of political power. Hence, we can say that a political

conception of liberal justice that is the focus of an overlapping consensus of

the reasonable comprehensible doctrines within the society it governs will be

stable. That is to say, only if the consensus shaping public reasoning about

justice also forms an overlapping consensus, a common element in otherwise

rwttsijs| £ ~}w|E¢ }t ¥ws | : we¢ £vs CE£jeoqfo s }t
endure.

6.The duty of civility.

So we are at the point where all reasonable citizens can endorse a
political concept of justice as fairness from within their own comprehensive
doctrines; consequently, Catholics can endorse a political concept of justice
from within their own comprehensive beliefs, and likewise our Buddhist
neighbors can see an expression of their own deeply held convictions in the
political realm. However, this is not the end of the matter, for when
reasonable citizens who have joined the overlapping consensus come together
to discuss and decide specific issues of public policy, they may find their
common ground quickly receding. Rationalists who claim that all truth
worth having can be established through reason alone need to take seriously
the claims of those who maintain a role for faith regarding such matters;
likewise, religious believers who think that the very salvation of souls is at
stake regarding some political questions need to take seriously the fact that
there are reasonable people who are atheists or agnostics. Hence, the need for a
criterion of reciprocity based upon the idea of society as a fair system of
cooperation. When engaged in the exercise of public reason, citizens strive to
is{}¥s tij}{ £vs ~}zwfwgoz ous|ro »£vs {}¢ r w¥ w
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citizenship, accordingly, imposes a moral duty for Rawls, the duty of civility,
that is, one must be able to explain to one another in regard to fundamental
guestions how the principles they advocate can be supported by the political
values of public reason, which duty furthermore entails a willingness to listen
to others and a fair -mindedness in deciding when accommodations to their
views should reasonably be forthcoming.

7.Exclusive and inclusive views of Public Reason.
In Political Liberalism, Rawls distinguishes between what he terms the
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exclusive view of public reason and the inclusive. The exclusive view
maintains that public reasons may be given, but not the supporting doctrine

WECszt: i vsisot¢ £vs w|qzeatw¥s ¥ws,: i }erzr o0zz} |
regard as the basis of political values rooted in their comprehensive doctrine,
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Rawls responds as follows to the question of whether we should understand
the ideal of public reason in accordance with the exclusive or inclusive view:

The answer turns on which view best encourages citizens to honor the
ideal
of public reason and secures its social conditions in the longer run in a well -
ordered society. Accepting this, the inclusive view seems the correct one. For
under different political and social conditions with different families of
doctrine and practice, the ideal must surely be advanced and fulfilled in
different ways, sometimes by what may look like the inclusive view. Those
conditions determine, then, how the ideal is best attained, either in the short
or the longer run. The inclusive view allows for this variation and is more
flexible as needed to further the ideal of public reason.
Based on the foregoing, it appears that we should adhere to an ideal, of public
reason which is inclusive, that is, one that requires citizens to advance public
reasons in the course of public debate on political questions, but that does not
require them to exclude supporting nonpublic reasons from such debate.
Since the duty of civility involves a willingness to listen to others and a fair -
mindedness in deciding when accommodations to their views should
reasonably be made, the exclusion of religious beliefs from public debate
would appear to be unfair for those who hold themselves to be believers.
Thus the inclusion principle would allow for robust debate, but would not be
unfair to those with religious views, for unlike the principle of excluding
nonpublic reasons, the principle of including public reasons allows citizens to
advance nonpublic reasons in debate, provided that sufficient public reasons
were also given.

F< N"s}~zs°¢ ¥ws|] ¢ }t zw¥w|u oqq}jrw|u £} Evs |
them?

For believers, religion makes meaningful the most common and
fundamental human experiences, such as suffering and death, sin and guilt,
forgiveness and redemption, injustice and vulnerability, and the ever abiding
hope that right will triumph in the end. Likewise, the familiarity of certain
forms of religion enables those who are not religious to find in religious
discourse moral propositions about those experiences with which they can
agree and which can lead them to action. Furthermore, we should always
bear in mind that a believer or citizen of faith is one that owes ultimate
allegiance to God and who therefore wholeheartedly believes that he must
live according to the will of God. This is why critics of a Rawlsian version of
liberalism state that it excludes from politics what gives purpose and shape to
{o] " ~s}~zs°¢C zw¥s¢c<

To summarize, both the exclusive and inclusive versions will result in the
giving of sufficient reasons, but the inclusive allows a role for nonpublic
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reasons as well, and would likewise foster civility and the civic virtue of
tolerance. Because the latter is a very great political good, there is a strong
reason to prefer the principle of including public reasons. In addition, another
reason for preferring the principle of inclusion is that we ought to favor
authenticity in public debate, for if nonpublic reasons really do play a
fundamental role, their suppression may amount to dissembling.

9.Views on secular rationale and secular motivation

The notion of advancing public reasons in the course of public debate
ol r £Evs | } Ew} | ot omfvs| EwqgweE” gozz
principles of secular rationale and secular motivation. The principle of secular
rationale states that one should not advocate or support public policy that
restricts human conduct unless one has, and is indeed willing to offer,
adequate secular reason for such advocacy or support. A secular reason, as
such, is one whose normative force does not depend on the existence of God,
or on theological considerations, or on the pronouncements of religious
authority. It does, however, allow advocacy that is religiously inspired, such

o¢ } | s°¢ i sorw|u Pt £vs Pwpzs: of r:
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argument for it. But if | give reasons to others that do not motivate me | am
acting inauthentically; hence, the need for a principle stronger than the one
of secular rationale. The principle of secular motivation says that one should
not advocate or promote any public policy restrictions on human conduct
unless one is also motivated by adequate secular reason where such reason(s)
is (are) motivationally sufficient for the conduct in question. Such a course of
action is seen not only to countenance inspiration by religious considerations,
but also allows one to be motivated by them as well as by secular ones.
Although this is a stronger principle than that of secular rationale, it may be
hard to achieve in actual practice, and therefore may be only something that
we can hope to work toward. In this regard, then, | side with Paul J.
Weithman when he says that the commitment to democracy requires the
observation of the principle of secular rationale. Not being moved by
sufficient secular motivation does not preclude recognition of fundamental
moral and political values, nor does it rule out conscientious appeal to them in
political argument. It is therefore believed that asking religious citizens to
constrain their conduct by the principle of secular rationale better
accommodates conflicting democratic ideals than does asking them to make
such radical changes in their structure of motives as required by the principle
of secular motivation. For indeed, no matter how much a religious citizen
may agree with provisions of political liberalism, such agreement will
ultimately be based upon religious commitments [and motivations], and thus
understood by him as derivative from and secondary to them.

10.Reasonableness, co-operation and conjecture.

In a later work, John Rawls iterates that the fact of reasonable pluralism
is the normal result of a culture of free institutions, and that citizens
consequently need to consider what kind of reasons they may reasonably
give to one another when fundamental political questions are at issue.
Citizens are deemed to be reasonable when, perceiving one another as free
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and equal in a system of social cooperation over generations, they are

prepared to offer one another fair terms of cooperation, according to what

they consider the most reasonable conception of political justice, and when

they agree to act on those terms, provided that other citizens also agree to act

likewise. It requires us to treat others the way that we would want to be

treated, that is to say, that we would be presented with arguments which we

could reasonably be expected to approve. This then is an idea of political

legitimacy based on a criterion of reciprocity which, in turn, is seen to specify

that the nature of the political relation in a constitutional democratic regime

is one of civic friendship. This view of society as a fair system of cooperation

leads Rawls to proclaim a notion which he terms the proviso , and which

»0zz}, ¢ o ¢ £} w| £j}reqgs w| £} ~}zwfwqoz rwc¢q
comprehensive doctrine, religious or nonreligious, provided that, in due course,

we give properly public reasons to support the principles and policies our

g}{~isvs| ¢tw¥s r}gfjw|ls we¢ ¢cowr £} ¢Co~~}jE<Y bv:
are required to present public reasons, but here it refers to any comprehensive
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Conjecture is defined as when we argue from what we believe, or conjecture,
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them that they can still endorse a reasonable political conception that can be

a basis for political reasons. It may be said to be similar to secular motivation

in that it must not be manipulative, and we must openly explain our

intentions.

??<awu| wt wgo| £ ofbwGgHEut <o) z¢°

What is significant about the proviso , and which is recognized by Rawls
himself, is that the details about how it is to be satisfied must be worked out
in practice and cannot be governed by a clear family of rules in advance,
other than that it be satisfied in good faith. It can be said to be ambiguous in
that it is not clear when it needs to be satisfied, or on whom the obligation to
vt tozz¢< evocEt: w| rssr: ois s £} {oys 1}t
Rather than indicating something occurring concurrently, it would seem to
imply something that would occur at a later time. But might it also imply
that we would be required to give public reasons only when challenged, and

if not challenged, than not at all? The answer is not clear. But for the fact
that a responsible citizen will adhere to liberal commitments, nothing at all
seems to follow about his reasons for those commitments, and in particular,
whether he has, or for that matter needs a public justification for those
commitments. How we proceed then will be dictated by the circumstances
we find ourselves in. The details will have to be worked out in practice. The
least that we can say is that public reason remains a necessary option to the
introduction of comprehensive doctrines whether secular or religious. This, in
turn, guarantees that we would keep in mind and employ the same
principles we have been discussing, and at the same time would afford us
more latitude as to what could be introduced into public discourse. It
recognizes the lessons of our turbulent political history, and for our present
purposes makes evident the fact that merely secular reasons will not always
suffice.

13



12.An overly restrictive view persists.

Xo{s¢ ~< afsjpo wj g}| £Eio¢EW| U £vs ¥ws]| }t Oworw
view is much more detailed in its requirements, and when contrasted with

relaxed requirement regarding the provision of public reasons. For example,
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to matters of constitutional essentials and questions of basic justice, whereas
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and public policies that restrict human conduct. Even so, critics have

maintained that all versions of these views are still too restrictive, and

accordingly have held that religious considerations should play a still greater

role in public discourse.

13. An attempt at the balance of values with a consensus on reasonableness.

Ideally, then, all citizens should have a say in their political life, in whatever

language they have to make themselves understood. The idea of public

iso¢}|: " o0,z¢ £szz¢ w©v¢: we¢ »o0| wrsoz q}| qs~£w}|
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describes what is possible and can be, yet may never be, though no less
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can be seen to be reasonable by our fellow citizens, but Rawls himself

acknowledges that public reason may sometimes fall short of providing

uniquely reasonable answers to troubling questions.

Or failing this, we think the balance can be seen as at least not
unreasonable in this sense: that those who oppose it can nevertheless
understand how reasonable persons can affirm it. This preserves the ties of
civic friendship and is consistent with the duty of civility. On some questions
this may be the best we can do.

Therefore, we may find it necessary to introduce into our discourse enough of

our comprehensive doctrine to enable our fellow citizens to see that the part

on which  we rely in arriving at the balance we favor is itself not
unreasonable, and does in fact support that balance. In any case, the

point of public discourse is to expose our fellow citizens to perspectives

and experiences with which they may be unfamiliar, for only on the

basis of such exposure is there any reason to believe that the decision

which results at the end of the deliberations will represent any
improvement over the prejudices that initially existed, and only on this

basis can we expect the participants in the forum to be improved by

the exposure. It is therefore believed that our response to our subject
question, » Qo | i szwuw}lij}zszow| o~apzwgl bg o ¢} | MY:
inclusive one that recognizes that religion can and should play an
important role. Our response must furthermore be clear that while a
motivation that embraces a secular rationale is to be strived for, it is

more likely true for many religious believers that their motivation

will spring from fundamental religious beliefs. Nor is there a need for

our religious citizens to acknowledge some prima facie obligation to be
sufficiently motivated or even to possess and to offer adequate secular
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reasons. Though it may well make sense to urge all to do their best to
transpose their commitments into terms that can be understood by
those who do not share them, the norm of reciprocity should not be
interpreted to screen out core beliefs that enable many to live
meaningful and purposeful lives. It is difficult to believe that any
liberal democracy can sustain conscientious support if it tells millions of
its citizens that they cannot rightly say what they believe as part of
democratic public discourse.

14. A final analysis of the topic question.

While it would be wise to offer secular or public reasons that we
could reasonably expect to be accepted, our discussion of the ambiguity
w| ¥} z¥sr w| £vs s8~js¢c¢w}]| »w| raes
need to express them may not even arise. In the final analysis, our
approach to how we respond to an important issue, such as the one we
have been discussing herein, should be governed first by practical
considerations, and then only secondarily by abstract discussions of
ideal citizens grappling with idealized conceptions of public reason. As
one critic puts it, what we need now is not so much theories of justice
or methods to abstract from our conceptions of the good, but rather
discriminating patterns to judge whether our institutions are
sustaining or corroding our social practices. Practical philosophy ought
to be the theory of our practice; accordingly, when we are deciding
what to do, we are often confronted with a multiplicity of worthy
principles and goods that are not neatly ordered, and that cannot
readily be translated into a common measure of value. Asking people
to rely solely on public reason is akin to asking them to disregard what
they believe to be the strongest reasons for a political outcome, and even
though the constraint be self -imposed, it is nonetheless a kind of
restraint on liberty, specifically religious liberty for the religious person.
Zsf£ w©¢ | }E£ t}ijusE E£vof WwWE we¢ X} v|
citizen, individually or in association with others, to say how the
claims of political justice are to be ordered, or weighed, against

q}
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such questions, since it does not say how nonpolitical values are to be
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To conclude our paper, let us reformulate our guiding question, Can
religion play a role in public reason?, which we will now label a weak

version, into a strong version which asks, Is a citizen free to support

coercive laws on the basis of his religious convictions alone?
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Christopher Eberle, after an exhausting examination of all aspects of
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citizen has done whatever he can to avoid putting himself in the
condition in which he enjoys only a religious rationale for a coercive
law that he favors, and provided that he conscientiously regards his
religious convictions as furnishing a sufficient basis for those laws.
Though a citizen can be said to have an obligation to pursue a widely
convincing secular rationale for his favored coercive law, he does not,
on the other hand, have an obligation to withhold support when he
lacks such a rationale. The principle of pursuit, however, requires a
conscientious attempt at public justification. As best as he can then, a
citizen, out of respect for his compatriots, should attempt to provide
them with reasons they can find convincing. Furthermore, Eberle tells
us that a citizen must supplement his conscientious pursuit of rational
justification with a commitment to engage his compatriots, in the
sense that he must exit his own parochial viewpoint, and attempt to
inhabit that of his fellow citizens. But although a citizen should abide

by an ideal of conscientious engagement, there is no corresponding
obligation to obey a doctrine of restraint, that is to say, to refrain from
supporting a coercive law for which he lacks public justification. For a
citizen can be seen to do everything that can be reasonably expected of
him in attempting to descry a public justification and nevertheless be
unsuccessful. Thus, Eberle is quick to point out that an obligation to
pursue public justification no more implies an obligation to exercise
restraint than a citizen who has an obligation to seek gainful
employment thereby incurs an obligation to support his children, for
while he may have the latter obligation, he does not have it in virtue

of the obligation to seek employment. Accordingly, Eberle believes that
a religious believer has good reason to reject the doctrine of restraint as
it is unduly burdensome to him in that it requires of him a
willingness to disobey God, and as such imposes on him a heavy
burden for which there does not appear to be a correspondingly
compelling rationale. Accordingly, why not let people say what they
want, provided that they say it with civility? Why not let people act
for whatever reasons they want, provided that they do so within the
~0jo{sEsj¢ }t Evs q}| ¢CEWERBREW} | M Wt | L
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such convictions do not so tend [and if we are not careful], then being
civil seems artificial, if not ultimately dishonest. And to be careful, in
the context we have been discussing, is therefore in the final analysis
not to allow the ties of civility to have priority over individual
conscience.
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sitting on a couch

of {" £vsjo~w¢Ef£°¢ }ttwqgs

wondering where | would have dinner
while | was chronicling my week

to a sympathetic therapist
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as | finish my words
my mind starts changing directions

and thinking about going to that bookstore
in the town square

to meet my friend Paul
whom I've met before

to my surprise when | arrive
| see a rock band playing

and hundreds of people
milling about

| listen to the music
and wait a short while

my friend Paul arrives
| mull about the food ahead

as we walk around
we see a Viethamese restaurant

it has aqua blue walls on the inside
the ceiling is white
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we notice almost all the seats have sitters
an open table is suddenly noticed

as we sit | try to remember
| don't think I've ever been here before

I'm surprised the prices are reasonable
for the decor is a winner

| decide to order the curry
a dollar more for brown rice

I'm surprised by the quantity
it's much tastier than the eating place down the street

| ask the waitress how long they've been open
it's been only six months

no wonder | never noticed
after non -stop eating | finally look up

| ask Paul how he thinks this restaurant measures up
he agrees, | don't think politely

this place is right for both of us this night
he agrees to share the check

the brown rice should have meant

me paying a dollar more

feeling much satisfaction

a good meal in the very immediate past

we go out into the night
effervescent out the door
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God came to me today.

He took my hand

as he had something, It seemed,
he wish to convey.

We walked and talked for hours

We reached a spot,
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where a book laid open beside a flower.

No longer life a mystery, he showed me several pages.
It was all about God and humanity

his plans for us

and our answers to him during the ages.

| held God and he held me as we read aloud each word.

We both had tears in our eyes of happiness and sorrow,
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and some of its tomorrows.

In the end,
| sat down and let out a sigh.
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