

















their real humanity. There is no lofty
standpoint from which we offer the
solution to the problem they are. We
are all caught in the same defeat, with
limited humanity on both sides, and
at every stage along the way.
Tony Kelly CSsR
Box Hill, Vic.

Netting the greens

From Patrick Jurd

Allan Patience’s article ‘An Austral-
ian Shade of Green’ (August 1991)
made some interesting points. Twould
agree that environmentalism has made
for itself ‘a legitimate place in con-
temporary political debates and or-
ganisations.” The problem, as evi-
denced by the behaviour of the ALP in
the last election, is that it is seen as a
pawn to be used tactically but is ulti-
mately to be sacrificed on the altar of
economic rationalism, that blight of
our age. Indeed, the ‘pragmatic op-
portunism’ of the ALP with regard to
environmental issues is not the fate
they deserve if ‘all things are in and
through Christ’ (Rom 11:36).

While the Democrats may have
failed ‘to attract the undivided sup-
port of environmentalists’, they did
get support from the Australian Con-
servation Foundation and the Wilder-
ness Society at the last election. As an
idealist, I would like to think that a
‘Greens’ party would succeed in Aus-
tralia, but I reluctantly agree that the
best route for the environmentalists is
to team up with the Democrats. In
order for this to happen, they would
need to be convinced that this was
right, as indeed would the Democrats,
and given that they are also suffering
leadership ‘hiccups’, who knows
where things lie? Given the ideologi-
cal purity displayed on the sleeves of
many in the environmentalist move-
ment, a symptom of the ALP in the
’50s and '60s, it may well be some
time before the bullet is bitten.

Patrick Jurd
Parkdale, Vic.

From Trevor Derwood

It was good to see that environmental
concerns are getting an airing in a
forum such as Eureka Street. Allan
Patience’s articledescribesaccurately
the vacillations of the federal govern-
ment and the remoteness of the op-
position concerning major environ-

mental challenges. However, there is
more to this subject than the strength
of green politics in Australia. I look
forward to further discussion and de-
bate about the challenges them-
selves—the incompatibility of long-
term environmental planning and
immediate political expediency, the
morality of environmental degrada-
tion of the Third World, the specist
view of the Earth as a resource for
humans, as examples.
Trevor Derwood
Mitcham, Vic.

Citizen keen

From Donald Horne

I was not quite sure what the editorial
in your August issue meant when it
mentioned nationalism and republi-
canism in the one sentence. There is,
of course, no particular connection
between republicanism and national-
ism—unless it is nationalist for a
nation-state to exist as a political
entity. For Australia to become a con-
stitutionally independent Common-
wealth with its own head of state does
represent, however, a final formal
detachment from that long but expir-
ing tradition of imperial British chau-
vinism.

In a sense our Constitution has
provided an ‘ethnic’ definition of Aus-
tralia—that becomes particularly
noticeable when people swear oaths.
When we achieve final constitutional
and symbolic independence we will
have a political, not an ethnic, defini-
tion of Australia. I don’t agree with
the mild panic about multicultural-
ism that John Hirst expressed in last
month’s ‘Forum’ article, but I agree
absolutely with him when he sug-
gests that constitutional independence
can promote concepts of citizenship.

Citizenship becomes difficult if
you have a Constitution that can’t be
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taught in schools except with glosses
that are themselves controversial, and
if you have affirmations of citizenship
that define Australians by their ‘loyal-
ty’ toaperson 20,000 kilometresaway
instead of by their loyalty to liberal-
democratic processes as defined in a
constitution.
Donald Horne
Woollahra, NSW.

The lie indirect

From Will Barrett

In his discussion of lying {July 1991},
Tony Coady asserts that ‘there is a
core agreement that a lie is at least the
stating of what one belicves to be false
with the intention of giving the audi-
ence to believe that itis true.’ There is
a intriguing exception to this defini-
tion, which I think is properly classi-
fied as lying rather than as some other
form of deception, and which is equal-
ly subject to the constraints Coady
advocates.

What I have in mind is stating
what one believes to be false with the
intention of giving one’s audience to
believe that one believesit is true. The
important difference is that in this
case one is not attempting to deccive
one’s audience about the truth of a
proposition, but rather about one’s
attitude towards its content. Admit-
tedly, one’s purposc in practising this
form of deceitmayin some way depend
on whether one’s audience believes
the proposition tobe truc ornot, butin
either case it is lying.

It might be argued that this sort of
case is not really lying, but is more
like the performance of an actor. My
response to this is that actors do not
intend their audience to come to hold
false beliefs. It also differs from obvi-
ous cases of deceiving without lying,
For example, someone might be
thought by her audience to be either
completely ignorant or a compulsive
liar. Given such a situation, she could
state something she believes to be
true, thereby bringing her audience to
believeitisfalse. She hasnot, however,
lied. In the light of these distinctions,
perhaps we should modify Professor
Coady’s definition. A lie is at least
stating what one believes to be false
with the intention of bringing the
audience to some false belief.

Will Barrett
Richmond, Vic.
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The state of play

Amid strikes and talk of ‘flow programming’, ‘prioritisation’
and ‘listener-driven radio’, ABC’s Radio National ponders its role.
A Eureka Street special report.

OST MEDIA OUTLETS IN AUSTRALIA either have no
intellectual pretensions, or laughable ones. T once asked
a senior executive on a quality newspaper what he saw
as its purpose. He smiled over his beer can and said,
gruffly: ‘Grab ‘em by the balls.’

The things excluded or ignored by his metaphor
were more important than what was included. What he
had proposed was a method for getting people’s—or at
least, men’s—attention. It said nothing about what
should be done after that. For anyone fed by media pro-
duced in this atmosphere, delving into the internecine
politics and intellectual hothouse of the Australian
Broadcasting Corporation’s Radio National is both rather
odd and rather wonderful.

Ask a Radio National staffer what the station is
for, and you will not get references to tender parts of the
anatomy. Instead, there will be much furrowing of
brows, and answers that become mini-lectures on Aus-
tralia’s national identity, the nature of intellectual
endeavour, philosophy, cosmology, and the limits of the
human mind. Radio National, you will hear, should be
at the cutting edge of Australian intellectual life. With-
in the naturally democratic and relatively cheap medi-
um of radio, it should expand the mind, and provide a
forum in which more can be done than simply presenting
opposing but predictable views. Thesis, antithesis,
synthesis—Radio National should do them all.

The new chairman of the ABC board, Professor
Mark Armstrong, has said that the corporation is more
like a university than many of the institutions which
claim the title (see p.10). Whether or not that is so for
all the ABC’s manifestations, Radio National, with its

specialist departments and its dissemination
of ideas, does indeed resemble a university.

HAT STRUCTURE AND ETHOS is threatened, although the
1se |
tain 1s that management wants to chase a bigger and
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younger audience, and they have firm, though ill-defined,
ideas about how this should be done. At its June meet-
ing, the ABC board was presented with a proposal by
management. Precisely what that proposal was is diffi-
cult to ascertain. One board member says: ‘Basically they
were on about decreasing the size and power of the spe-
cialist units—religion, science and talks—and having
more of an accent on personality, people who would
put together three or four hours at a time, drawing from
the specialist areas. The board said it would not approve
this until there had been some real and useful audience
research to back up the claim that this would attract
bigger audiences.’

However, the head of radio, Malcolm Long, gives a
different version of events: ‘All we have really done is,
as a result of an invitation by the board, put a general
proposal about Radio National and canvassed a number
of changes to scheduling ... There is no feeling from me
to blur specialist units ... What1do want to do is promote
cooperation across the areas, not to reduce the special-
ist results.’

Nevertheless, staff at Radio National are highly
suspicious of the changes. There is evidence that the
specialist units are under attack. The head of the reli-
gious unit, David Millikan, has reportedly been told that
his contract is not to be renewed and that his position
will be downgraded to that of ‘specialist editor’. Relations
between Millikan and management had been strained
for some time. One internal memo, headed ‘highly
confidential, not to be circulated’—but which never-
theless leaked—said in part: “The religious department
may know a great deal about maximising the use of
loaves and fishes. Unfortunately, getting solid infor-
mation out of them is like trying to get blood out of a
stone’. Millikan himself would not talk to Eureka Street.
(And he was not the source of the leak.)

T g 1
peak. Stait are only too aware that the managing direc-





















The Resource Assessment Commission conduct-
ed what it called a contingent valuation survey of the
Kakadu conservation zone. In these days of economic
rationalism, such a survey is an attempt to measure
values that are incommensurable. A total of 2034 Aus-
tralians were asked how much they would be willing to
pay to prevent possible environmental damage from
mining in the conservation zone. The survey rendered
precise but farcical results showing that Australians were
willing to pay $123.80 per person each year for ten years
to avoid the effects of a ‘major impact scenario’. If mining
were not to have a major impact, Australians were still
prepared to expend $52.80 per person each year for ten
years to avoid the effects of minor impact. The
researchers claimed that these results supported ‘the
intuitively plausible proposition that Australians are
prepared to pay more to avoid more serious and more
likely environmental effects’. No cabinet minister could
conceivably have been helped by this survey.

Governments often claim a mandate for a particu-
lar program, or point to economic benefits that will in-
evitably flow to the community at large. In our political
system, which does not give legal recognition to the
Jawoyn claims to the hill, cabinet had to exercise its
discretion unfettered by either the Aboriginal or Com-
monwealth legal systems. How the ministers reached
their decision, and on what basis, was murky business

in the period after the Keating leadership

challenge. That’s politics.
E

R WHATEVER COMBINATION of reasons, Hawke decid-
ed that his cabinet should implement the wishes of the
majority of the elders of the Jawoyn people as they were
expressed to and determined by the Resource Assess-
ment Commission. When asked by Justice Stewart, who
chairs the commission, those old men said they did not
want mining because mining could disturb Bula, whom
they believe to inhabit the hill. The Jawoyn beliefs about
Bula and the hill are religious beliefs that are not shared
by any other people.

There are barbaric economic rationalists who re-
gard any religious beliefs, no matter how many or how
few people profess them, as quaint human quirks with
no economic rationale. They dismiss out of hand the
religious beliefs of the Jawoyn. It is these people who
set the pace in the secularist public domain that en-
courages newspapers such the Northern Territory News
to carry the headline: ‘Chief Minister Blasts “Stone Age”
Mining Ban’. For them, a 50 per cent-plus-one vote and
an improved balance of payments settle the matter,
whether it be Coronation Hill or a cathedral.

Fortunately, barbaric economic rationalists do not
run the whole political agenda in this country. There
are many Australians of goodwill who respect the reli-
gious beliefs and emotional commitments of others,
even when there is no economic advantage, and even
economic disadvantage, to themselves or the general
community. They see that the national interest is about
more than the balance of payments, and that the com-

mon good is about more than eco-
nomic development. Many of these
people willingly concede the need to
respect and take account of Jawoyn
religious beliefs. But, they ask, what
are the limits?

The miners went for broke on
Coronation Hill. They and their for-
eign investment colleagues decided to
turn it into a litmus test for Australian
economic development driven by for-
eign investment. Upping the stakes,
they decided that a ban on mining to
protect Jawoyn religious sensibilities
was beyond the pale.

Setting the limits was at first too
difficult for the government. That is
why they handed it to the Resource
Assessment Commission. When the
commission handed it back, its finding
was that, except for Aboriginal beliefs
about Bula, there was no reason why
mining shouldnor roceed. Inits own

In a civilised democracy,
we ought to take
account of, and provide
protection under the rule
of law for, the religious
sensibilities and world
views of others. That
account does not have a
cash value. Its limits are
set by moral argument
about the rights and

entitlements of citizens

fact-finding, the commission was sat-
isfied that the majority of Jawoyn
elders held strong religious beliefs
about Coronation Hill and, whatever
their previous contradictory testimo-
ny to Government inquiries, they now opposed mining.

Even some wishing to accord due respect to Abo-
riginal beliefs challenged in good faith the process and
findings of the commission. But in the end Cabinet
decided not to go beyond the commission’s findings. It
was no longer a question whether the Jawoyn believed
in Bula’s power and whether or not they wanted mining.
Presuming that they did so believe and that they did
not want mining, it became a starker, simpler question:
who should win out? The Jawoyn, or the mining com-
pany that had invested $14 million?

There was dispute about the benefit the mine would
bring to the Australian economy. The commission said
that we would only be $82 million better off; the min-
ers claimed that we would gain export revenues of $500
million. The simple question this time was answered
in favour of the Aborigines opposed to mining, but it
was not only their interests that were served by the de-
cision. Inevitably, the decision-makers in that cabinet
room also had regard for their own interests. That is
politics. But the important thing is that Aboriginal
viewpoints were a crucial factor in the calculus. For as
long as Aborigines are not allowed to make their own
decisions about the exploitation of their land, the deci-
sion-makers need to give due weight to their views. The
miners’ in-house theologian, Hugh Morgan, saw the

Coronation Hill decision as evidence of the

E Prime Minister’s neo-paganism.

VERYONE, INCLUDING THE MINERS, knows their inter-
ests could be better served by a legal process that clari-
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of society.

and the common good
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fics rights and interests before $14 million is invested
and back-door deals are done in Canberra. The indus-
try’s attention has now turned to other mining opera-
tions proposed on Aboriginal land in Western Australia.
The Commonwealth Aboriginal heritage protection
legislation vests a wide discretion in the Commonwealth
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. When that legislation
was enacted in 1984, pastoralists and miners who were
concerned about the breadth of ministerial discretion
were given an assurance by Hawke that the minister’s
discretion would not be exercised unless an application
had first been cleared by a ministerial

them into compliance with the umpire’s decision. Terms
such as sustainable development point to a scarch for
principles and for a hierarchy of those principles, and
for a process through which principles can be applied.
The establishment of the Resource Assessment Com-
mission, or the appointment of an eminent person such
as Tony Fitzgerald, who inquired into the conservation,
management and use of Fraser Island, were attempts to
solve disputes by a recognised and legitimate authority
using a fair, transparent process. Those who conduct
such inquiries are not necessarily chosen for their pre-

eminence in the conservation and man-

committee consisting of the Prime Minis-
ter, the Minister for Primary Industries, and
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. At the
time, that scemed a satisfactory compro-
mise.

\ 7 Py
AN
§

agement of natural resources.
The final decision may or may not

== reflect a community conscensus. But the
= =

decision must be part of the mosaic of
Z national decision-making, with sufficient

The Coronation Hill decision has shared values to provide the community
deprived prospective investors of the cer- ; lalE with a predictable and fair range of out-
tainty that they need in order to invest with f‘i; =R . J comes in future disputes. This cannot be
any regularity. The decision-making proc- | = =244 T achieved by equating economics and eth-
ess shows that there is no principled pro- c_;::_:,_%¢ < & ics. Neither can surveys or opinion polls
cedure for determining the hierarchy of L;;f =S| be quoted as the right answer.
values among contlicting claims, especial- B =g = Commenting on the Coronation Hill
ly between developers and Aboriginal or 2 = decision, Hugh Morgan said: ‘It will
environmental interest groups. Attempts E _g/;\ become impossible for any government
to quantify in dollars and cents the citi- PEE = =25~ \\.? to protect the economic well-being, or
zenry’s commitment to environmental "//’Ef 77 1 even the security, of the country if threats
values, and to the right of indigenous J;‘ ’ E) arise from doctrines or groups claiming

peoples to self-determination, are | _//7-'; E — " immunity through notions of sacredness
bound to fail. %__//s_ =\ or sanctity.” Economic well-being is im-

‘ ;/{%§ ; = TEN RS portant, even for the Jawoyn. But.it isr
OMPLEX MORAL AND POLITICAL argu- F. & 2 5 always trumps. Some other things are
ments arc not reducible to economic con- [ /== non-negotiable or superior in the com-
siderations, and neither is the result to be T A munity’s hierarchy of values. In a civilised
cffected by a choice between principle and k = %S democracy, we ought to take account of,
pragmatism. Rather, where there is a con- < and provide protection under the rule of
flict of principles in their practical applica- law for, the religious sensibilities and
tion, there is a need for a process that X world views of others. That account does

Z

determines the hierarchy of those princi- .
ples and the limits of application of each.

And the decision-making process should involve those
most affected by the decision and its outcome. Cabinet
should only be left to resolve questions of the highest
policy in the national interest.

Opinion polls—or contingent valuation surveys, to
use the latest jargon—can only be a useful starting point
tor determining the will of the majority. An outcome
that is contrary to the will of the majority obviously
requires justification, but justification by clear enunci-
ation and application of principles, or through arbitra-
tion by an acknowledged authority, may be possible.

The hardest disputes are difficult to resolve pre-
cisely because there is no clear enunciation of princi-
ples, or because there is no singular application of them.
And there may be no authority that enjoys the respect
of all disputants (this may cven include the federal cab-

). There is no established process for involving -
putants, guaranteeing them natural justice and locking
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not have a cash value. Its limits are set by
moral argument about the rights and en-
titlements of citizens and the common good of society.
Whatever the economic cost, there must be some
times when we would not permit mining in any cir-
cumstances. There are many other times when our
economic interest can readily be accommodated with
the rights and interests of all. Then we welcome min-
ing and focus our attention on an equitable distribution
of the benefits. Thankfully, “To mine or not to mine?’ is
no longer a straight economic, political lobbying and
public-relations question. The question has a moral
dimension. No one community group holds the key to
the answer, least of all those whose short-term cconomic
interests will be best served.

Frank Brennan SJ is director of Uniya, the Jesuit social
res T titute, anc mA g T
the Australian Catholic bishops.
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(GERARD WINDSOR

The New Zealand traveller
sketches the ruins of St Patrick’s

F ANY OBSERVERS WERE KEEN TO GAUGE something of the intellectual life and
confidence of contemporary Catholicism, I would suggest they wire up a
legion of flies for the walls in all churches on Trinity Sunday. Need I go on?
A few disclaimers about what was taught in the seminary, and then a quick
skip across to one of ‘the other readings’ or on to an unscheduled topic
that’s been pressing for some weeks. Unitarianism after all has been a
redoubtable form of Christianity.

The Trinity Sunday experiment came to mind again when I read in
the latest Australasian Catholic Record Patrick O’Farrell’s swingeing ar-
B cle ‘The Writing of Australian Catholic History 1980-90”. Historiography
is O’Farrell’s particular topic, but his wider argument is that Catholic—
and Christian—intellectual life is both in the doldrums and devalued, and
that the explanation is complex.

, [ can find no reason to disagree with this diagnosis, but such an appre-

' ", hension cries out for further discussion. I would like to add a few highly
k¢ personalised footnotes to the O’Farrell account. He makes a convincing
wd 4 empirical case for the collapse of Catholic historiography. To his more
¢ generalised charge 1 find myself imagining a line of defence. The thrust of
Christian intellectual activity, it might go, has been changed, not taken
away.

Well maybe, T go on, but what is the nature of that change? What are
the new subjects, the new emphases? Dogmatic theology (unfortunate term),
let’s say, is out, and more pastorally oriented and relevant studies such as
liberation and feminist theology are in. Are they as intellectually respect-
able, as, for example, the study of the consciousness of Christ? (But then is
‘intellectually respectable’ a valid term?) Are they perhaps soft options?
But will any discussion ever get anywhere once that term is invoked? Af-
ter all no one is going to own up to the practice of sheltered workshop
theology.

Why should feminist and liberation theology be intellectually soft?
It’s an arduous enough agenda the practitioners have got. They must of course be
judged by their practice, and in practice they suffer from one disguised but substantial
disadvantage. Theirs are disciplines attached to a motherhood program, and this inev-
itably makes critical assessment harder, and shoddy, mediocre work less likely to be
called to account. At least one outsider—Ilet’s call him a disinterested lay believer—
has still to be convinced that these disciplines have got to the stage of bei~ - =xciting
new intellectual—not merely ideological—pursuits. If the Trinity is not at nome in
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the pulpit, the newer theological subjects only seem to make it as attenuated, secular
platitudes.

The insider might quite fairly say that the outsider is ignorant of the powerhouse
within the seminaries and theological academies. But for one thing it’s the gospel
actually being preached that really matters, and for another there are worrying signals
that the outsider picks up. It seems clear, for example, that the church’s formalised
cerebral activity is currently working more to an obvious political agenda than in the
past. Is anyone going to deny that in Australia in 1991 the ordination of women, say,
as a subject for study, has an overt political dimension to it that, say, the procession of
the Holy Spirit does not?

Again, wouldn’t it be fair to say that there’s a lot of defensive, back-foot theology
at the moment? Any time up to 40 years ago theologians might have erred the other
way: triumphalist comes to mind as a description, but confident might be kinder. But
now there seems a fair proportion of guilt-driven, hand-in-the-dyke ad hocery at work.

The February 1991 issue for example of the newish journal Pacifica: Australian
Theological Studies—whose existence might be itself evidence against the O’Farrell
thesis—Dbut whose contents might then support it—has one article arguing that Chris-
tian implication in the Holocaust ‘requires a re-reading of Christian scriptures and a
re-thinking of Christian theology’, and another article self-explanatorily entitled
‘Conquest and Dispossession: Justice, Joshua, and Land Rights’.

Heaven knows this sort of reworking is necessary—who for example can read
Marina Wamer's Alone of All Her Sex and not want a radical rethinking of the role of
women and of Mary in the Gospel? But one can see the sins of the Vatican and the
Croatian clergy of the 1930s and 1940s, and then of the missionaries of all Christian
colonial powers and then of the misogynists of two millennia, sitting heavily on the
shoulders of a great host of theologians.

The spectacle is one of theologians haring around plugging the line, not leading
any charge. That may not prove intellectual stagnation, but nor does it suggest the
athletic, wide-ranging, unencumbered play of the pure desire to understand.

In the last analysis we only really need theologians to enlighten us about the
incarnation, death and resurrection of Christ. Quite enough of a commission for any
profession. In the same Pacifica John Honner demonstrates that some theologians still
do offer this service and are not noticeably affected by any intellectual devaluation.

Yet in spite of his scholarly politeness he allows us to see that other theo-
logians have indeed become set on a major intellectual abdication.

DISCUSSING THE EucHarisT, Honner speaks of commentators who avoid ‘direct on-
tological questions’, who ‘back away from giving any account of how this might be
understood in terms of present reality’, and of their having ‘an implicit two-tier view
of reality, similar to the scholastic view, but minus scholastic ontology.

‘In the modern approach the appeal is made not to a metaphysics of being, but to
the content of our faith. This explanation is more tautologous than it is apologetic: on
the one hand we are left with what look like the physical specifications of bread and
wine; on the other hand, we proclaim our faith that this is the body and blood of the
Lord.’

A parroting maybe, but hardly an account, of the faith that is in us. One of Hon-
ner’s subjects actually writes: ‘Logically bread is bread. But it is a Hebrew who speaks.
The bread is associated with an end that transcends it. Its empirical nature, which
alone interested the Greek spirit, does not interest the spirit of the Israelite ... Ontol-
ogy is here eschatology. The world is a vocation to being.’

This pretentious rhetoric smacks of gnostic smugness, philosophical vacuousness,
gross racist stereotyping (what Jewish person needs friends like that?), and wholesale
intellectual cop-out.

While on the topic ... what the lay believer wants is bread. We can do without this
sort of gibber being lobbed at us.

A character in Decline and Fall remarks that lay interest in theology is the first
sign of madness, and Waugh himself proved to be a weighty endorsement of the remark.
So I'll retire from more directly theological discussion. With one final comment. I've
recounted elsewhere how I was recently sizing up a newly installed statue in Dublin
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If you can say nothing good—
shut up, or report

as did the curate on the egg.
To obey such maxims is,

of course, the death of

all reasonable

and creative criticism,

and the abandonment

of the field of thought

to loud extremists,

the incompetent

and the invincibly ignorant.

—PaTRICK O’FARRELL,
THE AUSTRALASIAN CATHOLIC RECORD,
ApriL 1991. VoL Lxvin No. 2
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The devaluation of
intellectual life within
the church is a complex
matter for explanation ...
Happily (or unhappily)

a description,with analytic
undertones, is available
in relation to English
Anglicanism, where,

it might be suggested,
the process has gone
further, but it is a trend

which Catholicism follows.

—O'FARRELL, IBID.
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of the poet Paddy Kavanagh, when a fellow observer, who claimed to have drunk with
the poet, made the stunning observation: ‘he was very deep—always clearing his throat’.
The reminiscer hopped back into his car before I could see how much twinkle there
was in his cye.

But I don’t myself tend to be impressed by throat-clearing. It seems too sympto-
matic of a loss of nerve. And even John Honner seems to be afflicted by it. An earlier
article of his in Pacifica in 1988, ‘Not Meddling with Divinity: Theological World-
views and Contemporary Physics’, was a teaser: almost entirely prolegomena to
something. And his 1991 ‘A New Ontology: Incarnation, Eucharist, Resurrection,
and Physics’, exciting in its boldness, is briefest and thinnest in its final

section, where he comes to the implications of quantum physics for actual
theological ideas.

A NY DEVALUATION OF INTELLECTUAL ACTIVITY is not an isolated ecclesiastical phe-
nomenon. Theology, as a discipline practised almost exclusively in a pedagogical
context, is subject to the fortunes of the humanities everywhere. Pressures for rele-
vance, indigenisation and political correctness beset it as much as they do, say, history
or literary studies. The sometimes exhilarating, sometimes giddying effect of post-
modernist philosophy has been a further disincentive to dogmatism, but it has also
tended to make thinkers wary of confident unambiguousness: showing your hand is
not what the game is about.

Theology, always a child of its times, is also a victim of its times. So charges of
intellectual softness against the church are generically the same accusations as ones
about schools abandoning basics. But in the ecclesiastical case the charges seem more
likely to be well-founded.

I repeat that I want to do little more than note various factors or experiences that
lend credibility to the O’Farrell charge. The matter needs more sustained and less
impressionistic discussion. But for the moment, if what I see corresponds with what
O’Farrell sees, T also want to suggest some causes for that depressing landscape.
Catholicism began to suffer a crisis of confidence in much traditional intellectual
activity from the 1960s.

This era saw the start of a reaction against the actual and/or perceived sterility of
scholasticism. Syllogisms, logic-chopping, angels on pins were not unfairly seen as
the direct antithesis of the Gospel. Insofar as new philosophical structures were scen
as necessary—frequently they weren’t—there was a fairly transient affair with
Christian personalism and existentialism; hardly a system to be ranked with scholas-
ticism, and certainly never one to be accused of making a fetish of argument, analy-
sis, the deployment and sifting of empirical data—the sorts of activities that historians,
philosophers or scientists would consider constituted intellectual activity.

Patrick O’Farrell quotes the Anglican historian Edward Norman on the quality
of candidates for the ministry. That could be an invidious line of argument, and,
besides, it is a matter [ am entirely ignorant about.

What surely can be said however is that the proportion of casualties among the
clergy and religious orders must have had an effect on their intellectual vigour. In my
own year of the Society of Jesus 23 novices entered, of whom three are still Jesuits. In
the years surrounding mine, an attrition.rate of 80 to 85 per cent scems to have been
the norm.

This is not to conclude that those who left—or those who stayed—were any
more intelligent or sane than the other group, but it is fair to say that a lot of intellectual
talent and energy which in another era could have been put to religious use was lost
to the church. Further, the psychological impact on the faithful remnant of this

experience of survival has not, as far as I know, been studied, but it would
surely militate against intellectual confidence.
E

RTHER, ALTHOUGH I CAN BE NO MORE THAN SPECULATIVE HERE | wonder about the in-
tellectual effect of the greater ecumenical cooperation, particularly at the academic
and seminary level. While there must have been enormous advantages from the
blending of library andpe n: " res d’ po « v
what kind of offspring is to be expected from the marriage ot the Irisn-aerivea politico-
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practical tradition of local Catholicism with the overwhelminglv evangelical person-
ality of the Australian Protestant churches? Very likely one wi  a heightened social
conscience, but equally probably not a denizen of the lonely tower.

Theology aside, I have a constant sense of the Church as amateur. I don’t share
Patrick O’Farrell’s misgivings about the hyphenated clergy and religious. I find com-
fort in taking communion or a sermon from someone who knows her quantum phys-
ics or his American poetry. As opposed to those who recruit the words or visions of
secular achievers to bolster the gospel.

This is so often done in a gauche, inexpert, procrustean way. But no doubr it is
preferable to complete obliviousness or a total withdrawal into an enclosed ec  si-
astical world. The birth of Eurcka Street must be a sign of real hope for renewed
intellectual vigour, but the question that asks itself is why did not/do not more clergy
and religious write for the already existing secular journals.

I am well aware, and unrepentant, that I am talking about the church in terms of
the clergy. My feeling is that in terms of their proportion in the population as a whole,
lay believers are badly under-represented among intellectuals and artists. I see no
evidence of that being likely to change. As far as I can see, Catholic schools

and higher educational institutions are not encouraging their students that
way.

ERS()NAL AND PIQUED AS THE EXPERIENCE MIGHT BE, [ have not been unaware that [ have
been a writer-in-residence at Brisbane Boys Grammar School, have been one of a
group of writers to visit Christchurch College in Perth, and have read twice and spoken
on three other occasions to boys at Sydney Grammar School. But I have never been
invited to read or talk about my own or anyone clse’s writing at a Catholic school.
This is a curiously ironic experience as I am too often and too simplistically (for my
taste) categorised as a Catholic writer.

I sec nothing personal in this lack of interest: I very much doubt whether Peter
Steele has been asked to read his poetry at Xavier or Noel Rowe at Woodlawn or Ron
Blair to discuss The Christian Brother at CBC
Lewisham. Could T call it a symptom of the fact
that intellectual activity—as opposed to exami-
nation performance—is of no interest? Just as no
transmission of the church’s intellectual and cul-
tural heritage (in addition to the perceived core of
the Gospel) is being attempted.

What Catholic schoolchild now, for exam-
ple, would recognisc the mutilated quotation that
heads this article? (I'd back up to one third of my
own school fellows to have come good ... well, at §
the end of their final school year.)

Whence cometh our salvation? Of course
things had to change, of course a vast amount of
revisionist work had, and still has, to be done. And
I rcadily admit my ignorance of the names and
often the existence of new varictics of formalised
religious activities.

But any evidence I come across suggests
strongly that the emphasis is on social and rela-
tional, not intellectual, development. Otherwise,
it is the old test of ‘by their fruits ... ' T look, and
where are the books, articles, thinkers arising from
the church—to say nothing of making that great
leap and actually impinging on more mainstream
Australian intellectual and artistic life?

[ or

Gerard Windsor’s most recent book, Family Lore,
has just been reprinted as a Minerva paperback.
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A church whose very
origins and heroic
achievements lie in

the practicalities

of pioneering is
particularly vulnerable
to a tendency to
downgrade the intellect
and exalt the ordinary
and mediocre ...
particularly in a society
where egalitarianism

is venerated.

—O'FARRELL, IBID.
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major disappointment and one which
cannot be remedied without signifi-
cantly extending the time allowed for
public debate. To my mind this would
not be a disaster. After all, the US
bishopstook seven years and fourdrafts
for their document.

In addition, the responses to the
inquiry have almost cntirely been pri-
vate submissions. There has not been
the debate needed to generate a con-
sensus and mobilisc a constituency to
press for policy changes. The danger
here is that, despite the intentions of
the bishops, the process will revert to
a ‘top-down’ or centralised model
brought on by the need to meet a
deadline for the final document. Yet
gone arc the days when bishops could
automatically win a constituency
simply because they were bishops.

Public debate
It need hardly be said that there is
voluminous public debate on issues
surrounding the distribution of wealth
in Australia, but there seems little
clear connection between much of
this and the bishops’ inquiry. For in-
stance, I am not aware of articles in
the various professional journals de-
bating the bishops’ draft. What are
economists, accountants, lawyers,
unionists etc. making of it? Are there
fresh attempts to identify how value
questions inform and underlie eco-
nomics, and what difference would
the values supported by the bishops
make to present arrangements? There
has been some significant television
follow-up, as in SBS’s Big People, Lit-
tle People, but not nearly enough.
The wealth inquiry deserves to be
well done. This means notonly giving
opinions or sharing experiences, but
coming to grips in a more systematic
way with the issues of distribution.
All involved are going through an ed-
ucation process on economic issues,
not least the bishops themselves and
their collaborators. We are confronted
here with the sins of the more rece
past, for socio-economic questions
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have been grossly neglected by most
Australian Catholicsand theologians,
and it will take time to remedy this.
Nevertheless, the US church has
shown an example of what can be
done.

The substance of the draft

The method of the present draft fol-
lowsa‘see-judge-act’ approach, begin-
ning with a summary of the empirical
data, then turning to scripture and
church teaching, and finally listing 38
suggestions for action. Despite the
initial appeal of such a direct applica-
tion of the ‘see-judge-act’ approach,

the three sections emerged curiously
disjointed. The 38 suggestions are a
mixture of disparate proposals not
clearlyrelated to the initial descriptive
chapters, and vary from a number of
‘motherhood’ statements to others
advocating major economic changes.
They do not flow out of any clear
presentation of how the Australian
economy works. Nor do they offer a
coherent proposal for the better distri-
bution of wealth.

Iv le ity o obe o
follow the US bishops’ methodology,

of beginning with a clear statement of
moral principles, followed by analysis
and arguing to policy conclusions.

The Australian bishops welcomed
debate on their draft. Indeed, they had
adapted the US bishops’ model of a
highly participatory and open consul-
tation. They claimed a right to speak
onsocialissuesas part of their mission,
but not in an authoritarian fashion.
Hence, they distinguished between
statements of principle ‘where teach-
ing authority is invoked’ and ‘contin-
gent judgements’ where differences
were possible; if Catholics disagreed,
‘they have no reason to feel that ...
they are in any sense failing in loyalty
to their bishops’ {p.10).

But here the draft appears to con-
cede too much. It might help to re-
phrase the scope for different views on
the lines adopted by the US bishops,
who after first identifying the moral
principles governing their inquiry, at-
tempted to demonstrate how these
principles bore on concrete situations,
through the mediation of empirical
and theoretical analysis.

The closer the US bishops came to
concrete proposals, the more they said
that their conclusions were tentative
and open to debate. Yet they meant
these conclusions to be taken seri-
ously, not so much because of their
religious authority but because of the
intrinsic force of the arguments ad-
vanced. It was up to critics to offer
better arguments.

Scripture: a ‘radical’ reading!

I also have some questions about the
scripture and church teachingsections.
The draft argues that the ‘Gospels
show that [Jesus]lived and preached a
radical relinquishing of wealth and
possessions’ (p.67]. It quotes Luke
adding to Matthew’s ‘description of
radical discipleship’: ‘Whoever of you
does not renounce all that he has can-
not be my disciple {Luke 14).

As these and other texts are pre-
sented, readers might think that the
church required them to interpret the
texts literally and give away all their
possessions to the poor. The draft does
not reflect the dialectical tension be-
tween these texts and others which
were more tolerant of wealth, where
helping the poor did not necessarily
mean impoverishmentof the rich. The

h ly od

this ‘radical’ teaching as a counsel of









under its burden of detail. Marr, like
White, has an ability to create power-
ful dramatic moments from un-
promising ingredients. Marr observes
White in his most typical social
environment, the dinner table, and
recreates the raw tension of those oc-
casions, tension which might only
dissipate when a successful main
course was finally produced. He ob-
serves White circling art galleries in
Sydney in search of ‘raw creative ide-
as’. Uponhisarrival ‘dealerslooked up
with a mix of alarm and excitement’.

Most striking, Marr dramatises the
time when White and Lascaris are
ready to break camp from Dogwoods
in Castle Hill. A pyre is lit. Unpub-
lished journals are thrown on. Letters
are also burnt. Incomplete novels are
burnt. Unstaged plays are burnt. It is a
biographer’s vision of hell, and Marr
lets us wince. In the scene we are
made to touch the pain of shedding,
which was time and again White's lot
for the sake of his art. He shed coun-
tries, paintings, houses and, cxcruci-
atingly, he shed friendships. Much of
what he left behind was what had
once brought inspiration and
hope. His was a uite of a thousand
deaths.

Marr’s biography will discomfort
thosc who, havinggivenupon White's
fiction as a ‘bad job’, put him down as
an old abomination more fun to read
about than to read. Much of White’s
life, especially its most intense pas-
sages, was lived on paper. At times,
Marr withholds his dramatic presence
and leaves the stage to White. We see
the Snowy Mountains, in which he
worked as a jackaroo, through the
prosc of The Twvborn Affuir. We
confront his awakening sexuality and
sensitivity to landscape through the

prose of his self-portrait,
Flaws in the Glass.

A.um'[ ALL, THERE ArRr White's

letters. Overa period of six years, Marr
ran 2500 of White'’s letters to ground,
an achicvement accentuated by the
fact that many of these letters had
survived for years in hiding from
White's injunctions that they too
shouldjoin the pyre. Marr stands back
for whole chapters and leaves us with
some of thesc letters. They provide
our most intimate moments with
Patrick White in this biography.
Leaving us alone with bundles of

letters is one of the ways in which
David Marr gives us the joy of discov-
ery. He lets us fall over a postcard that
White’s mother wrote about her son’s
lover: ‘We have all taken Manoly to
our hearts.” At another level, Marr's
technique signals that there are places
into which no biographer of Patrick
White can take you; White chooscs
whathewill disclosc. There is no way,
for Marr or anyone c¢lse, into the wa-
tertight privacy of White's creative
imagination. White didn’t talk much
about his work in progress. We never
observe him at his desk. We observe
symptoms of his ‘discasc of writing’”:
the hours he worked, the first two
drafts donc in longhand and his rages
at Manoly Lascaris, but we never sce
him actually engaged with the raw
material of his ideas and images. Even
Lascaris, his partnerof fifty years, only
cver saw completed work. ‘It may be
trash,” White wrote to his publisher
about a projected novel, ‘Tdon’t want
to talk about it in case it is ... with mc¢

there is always the chance

W of an abortion.’
HITE WANTED TO BE SEEN WHOLLE.

This s true of his work. It is truc of the
details of his living. The signature
with which he signed the book at
King’s College, Cambridge in 1932
was already ‘fully formed’. As was his
typing style. They never changed. He
was bormn whole as a homosexual: ‘1
never went through the agonies of
choosing between this or that sexual
way of lif¢’. Likewise, at Christmas
1951 White deseribes an experience of
slipping in the mud and surrendering
whole to God, surrendering, like Jacob,
to a ‘daily wrestling match with an
opponent whose limbs never become
material.” The wrestling match was
fought out on paperover the next forty
years. It was the rcason White re-
sumed writingin 1951 and the driving
force behind his art from there on.
David Marr portrays profound
ironies in the character of White. On
the one hand is a gossip with the ‘rag
bagmind’. He wasencouraged atakey
moment in 1936, by the painter Roy
De Maistre, to forsake naturalism and
develop ‘the fragmentation by which
1 convey reality.” On the other hand,
Marr shows us the integrity of White's
fiction. After his ‘conversion” in 1951
White’s complex novels came to scrve
visions of stark simplicity. For cxam-
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ple, a work that had until then been
dragging itself along under the fatalis-
tic title of A Life Sentence on Earth
was reborn as The Tree of Man.

The Tree of Man
ends in a vision of a
gob of spit which
happens to be God.
All Whitce's subse-
quentfictionlikewise
comesintolandona
simple, brilliant, in-
adequate image of
God’s presence: a vi-
olentdcath occasions
a defiant affirmation
ot life, a ‘simple’ man
dances a mandala of
forgiveness, an artist
tinally paints ‘a long-
standing secret rcla-
tionship’ as ‘the oth-
erwise unnamecable
indigo’, a bird’s nest
rests on an altar, a
man writes to his
motheron thetly-leaf
of a prayer book that
he has become a
daughter and he/she
1s accepted whole.

Atonepoint Dav-
id Marr obscrves
Whitc at the hands of
another  portrait
maler, the artist Brett
Whiteley, White pro-
duced for Whiteley
lists of his loves and hates. Both loves
and hates werc intensely felt. But the
hatesare petty. They include the Easter
Show, motelsand school prefects who
don’tgrow up. The loves are expansive:

silence, sex, honesty,

of hell.

5 dreams and faces.

OTH PETTINLSS AND FXPANSIVENESS
characterise White's response to land-
scape and environment. The expansc
of Voss' terrainis held over against the
interior of Laura Trevelyan’s drawing
room. The Tree of Man is an c¢pic of
flood, firc and war. But the same lo-
cation, a fictional version of Castle
Hill called Durilgai or Sarsaparilla,
elsewhere gives us such shrines of
mediocrity as the Brighta Bicycle
Factoryand A vright’s grocery storce.

At times White's fiction expands
rightoverthe environment onto which
he was grafted at the time of writing:
this is the casc with the outer subur-
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Marr dramatises
the time when
White and Lascaris
are ready to
break camp from
Dogwoods in Castle
Hill. A pyre is Iit.
Unpublished
journals are thrown
on. Letters are also
burnt. Incomplete
novels are burnt.
Unstaged plays are
burnt. It is a

biographer’s vision
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point on is religious. Fundamentally
religious. Not in all of its purposes,
but in its principal purposes.

He thought
Christian goodness
was best applied in
a homeopathic way,
in small doses.

He wrote A Cheery

Soul as a raging

attack on that
ferocious kind of
Christian charity
which he saw as

destructive.

There is a letter to Maie Casey
where he talks about a trip to Lake
Tahoe with Sidney Nolan. Nolan was
talking about not knowing where to
gonext and White says,'Well of course,
we must go where God leads us,
although one can’t go around saying
such things'.

For Hurtle Duffield in The Vivi-
sector the pursuit of truth as an artist
wasareligious quest and, of course, he
died painting the indigo blue of God.
Blue is the colour of God in all of
White’s work.

Over the years his sense of that
Godbecame less and less formal, more
and more eclectic, but it remained
crucial till the very end. We were
talking a little about religion in the
last days of his life.

He said to me then, as he had
written at that time, that he would
now discover whether the Presence
which he had felt—and it was always
a capital P—hadlain behind the world
was indeed there.

t death would solve the riddle
one way or the other.
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Alsoit strikes me, and I think you get
close to this in the biography, that
religion, landscape and sexuality are
closely intertwined.

It seems to me that one of the hungers
most human beings have is a hunger
for ecstatic experience. For Patrick
White there was an ecstatic experi-
ence in nature. Not with a capital ‘N’
For him it was principally landscape.
And the memory of landscape more
than actually to be in it.

For Patrick, I think, the ecstatic
experience of glimpsing that Presence,
that God—and it was always only a
glimpse—is akind of wonderfully pure
sexual experience.

And when you read the fictional
versions of what happened to him in
Castle Hill, which are in Stan Parker’s
experience in The Tree of Man, they
are written in terms of superb sexual
experiences, and they arise out of that
landscape. A landscape, by the way, of
no particular beauty.

But that communion with land-
scape is a sexual connection. And the
sexual frustrations of the young Jack-
aroo were, [ believe, what opened him
to the beauty of the country.

Similarly when he was at Walgett.
He talks in Flaws in the Glass of its
being a landscape ‘suited to his needs
at the time’. I think that was, again,
definitely a sexual response.

He was, as far as one can tell,
always a very sensual man—you can
tell that from the writing—and he was
also highly charged sexually. But at
the same time he had almost an equiv-
alent sense of disgust and waste about
sex.

But the pursuit of truth and of that
God was for him a more wonderful, a
more beautiful pursuit.

What about White's politics and his
religion? It always strikes me as odd
that his belief never manifested itself
in any view of the way the world
might be, in any kind of moral code,
until perhaps, very late, when he dis-
covered writers such as Thomas Mer-
ton.

[come at the same thing from aslight-
ly different angle. In Protestant rhet-
oric you can certainly say that what
happened to him lying in the mud on
his bar cC =2 1

sion. But it was not a self-improving

conversion. It was a self-accepting ex-
perience. It allowed him to look at
himself again and therefore, I argue, it
allowed him to write again.

He didn’t believe his religious in-
sight should inform every aspect of
his life.

There’s a wonderful comment he
makes somewhere that he thought
Christian goodness was best applied
in ahomeopathic way, in small doses.
He wrote A Cheery Soul as a raging
attack on that ferocious kind of
Christian charity which he saw as
destructive in that particular form.

So he didn’t see that religion as
such should inform politics. What he
came to with politics, I think, was
fundamentally a hatred of greed. His
politics were the politics of an old
man, perhaps a prophet, who hated
the destruction caused by greed. Greed
was destroying many of the things
which the religious Patrick White
treasured most, such as the wild
landscape of Centennial Park and,
ultimately, the whole existence of the
world.

His attack on the
churches was that
they stripped God
of his mystery and
power, because
they only
associated the
beautiful and the
good with God.

That figure which

is terrible and
beautiful is very
much a projection
of White himself.

I think it was a coming together of
Ly
growing out of the other. He raged
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