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Up country

O ONE WHO HAS DRIVEN OUT OF THE CITIES during the
past summer could have missed the upswing in the country.
The crops are spectacular, and for once they are the right
crops at the right time, and in a period of rising commodity
prices—enough to put a grin on the face of the most hanra-
han-ish Australian farmer.

This is news of national importance, but it has been
displaced by months of electoral obsession. If you were lucky
you might have found some coverage of the state of the
country buried on a left-hand page up the back of the news
sections of the dailies, or parked in a specialist television or
radio program broadcast at an unmentionable hour.

Because good land management and agriculture are so
vital to Australia’s prosperity and its own vision of itself as
an environmentally sound economy, Eureka Street went
bush this month to gather some of the details of the quality
of the incoming crops and an analysis of the land-care prob-
lems that linger even in a good season. Margaret Simons lives
in country NSW and writes with first-hand experience. You
will find her on p12. Bill Thomas took the photographs.

If anything has become clear during these recent months
of political ambit claims, it is that Australians, from both
country and city, are sick of facades in politics and terminally
disillusioned with regimes of power that are not balanced
by integrity ar 1 sense of responsibility. When interview-
ing people of different ages with diverse experiences for our
feature on what Australians want from Government (pl7),
the emergent theme was a wish, rapidly consolidating into
a demand, for honesty and straight play in politics.

Shifty or defensive politics is as soul-destroying as
devious or defensive cricket. Where are the David Boons of
the front benches? Have we seen the last of the politicians
who will risk  and mix it with a skilled heckler? How
many more Graham Richardsons can the Australian political
system tolerate? This March issue of Eureka Street tackles
these questions in commentary, in reviews (Jack Waterford
looks at Richo and what he represents and misrepresents,
p49) and in debate {Chris McGillion and Ray Cassin give
contrary readings of the latest publication, by John Warhurst,
from the Australian Catholic Social Justice Council, Politi-
cians and Citizens: Roles and Responsibilities).

Australia is changing, so stay with us as we track the
shifts. And welcome to our sixth year of publication.

PS: On March 10 we begin a new venture, co-sponsoring,
with the Sydney Morning Herald and The Museum of
Contemporary Art, a season of readings by Australian and
international writers. Details p2. See you at the Museum.,
Circular Quay at 11.30am on inday morning.

—Morag Fraser
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FRANK W' OHEA

Ireland: exploding backwards

andemonium followed the explosion: security alarms
and sirens and the screams of frightened citizens. And in
the background, the sounds of people talking—all at the
same time and all saying the samc thing. In the tinkling
quiet that followed the removal of bloodied and woundced
Londoners you might hear the words: ‘We told you so.’

David Trimble and the Unionists emphasised how
often they had warned that the IRA could not be trusted.
John Major and the British government pointed out how
right they were to question the permanence of the cecase-
firc, how wise to demand that Semtex be handed in.
Nationalists told how they had repeatedly cautioned that
slowing the pecace process would weaken Gerry Adams’
hold over the IRA and give the upper hand to the hard men.

The voice of Tim Pat Coogan may not have been heard
above the din. He is a mere writer, a long-time chronicler
of the killings and bombings and frustrating peace attempts.
Writing in The Troubles, published late last year, he said:
‘... the conscensus in Republican circles ... is that if the
ceasefire does break down, the war would be resumed not
in Ircland, but in Britain.’

When bombs go off, moncy runs faster than people.
The TRA’s most spectacular success was the April 1993
bombing of Bishopgate in the heart of London'’s financial
district. There is a body of opinion within the IRA, and
possibly within Sinn Fein, that holds that this was what
brought the British government to the table in the first
place. Keep bombing, their logic gocs, and the Brits will
cventually pull out of Ireland.

The explosion has sct back the peace process, perhaps
irrecvocably. It has given the British government and the
Unionists  good to renew  their call for
decommissioning before any meaningful talks. It has taken
the TRA back to their comfortable ground of political
immortality. The Mitchcell Report is irrelevant; the Down-
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ing Strcet Declaration will have to be sold all over again;
Amecrican help has been rebuffed in the most violent way.

Many people blame John Major for the breakdown that
led to the bombs. But although his plodding caution was
maddening at times, he deserves praise for his political
courage and astute balancing of political opposites. He
succeeded in bringing the Unionists, if not to the table, at
least to the door of the building. It is difficult to move a
group for whom the status quo is victory, for whom peace
without political progress gives the best of all worlds.

Major’s relationship with Albert Reynolds was one of
the key factors in unblocking many bottlenecks in the lead-
up to the ceascfire. The untimely departure from office of
the pragmatic and hands-on Reynolds, in the fallout from
the Fr Brendan Smyth affair, may yet be regarded as one of
the great what-ifs of modern Irish history.

And where does it all leave Gerry Adams? Either he
kncew of the bombs beforchand and licd to the Americans—
an unthinkablc¢ scenario, surely—or he was bypassed and
ignored by the leadership of the IRA. In either case, it is
difficult to imagine that he can be taken seriously by his
own side or by the Unionists in any further negotiations.
After years of physical danger, gruclling work and political
acumen he is left with nothing except the physical danger—
greater now than it has ever been,

There is another sound to be heard in the background
atter Canary Wharf and the London bombings—the quict
despair of well-meaning people, watching vears of hard
work shatter: Major, Reynolds, Adams, Dick Spring, John
Bruton, Jean Kennedy Smith, John Hume, the unsung
heroes like Fr Alee Reid and the dozens of civil servants
from all sides who have genuinely sought the impossible
If thicy can continuce front here, they descerve our blessing

Frank O’Shea tcaches at Marist College, Canberra,
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Inching torward: the Middle East

HE RECENT PALESTINIAN ELECTIONS in Gaza and the West
Bank are really all things to all pcople. To Western
governments and media they are an important sign that
the peace process is still on track (if a little behind sched-
ule) and all is going well among the Palestinians in their
steady march toward democracy and possibly even state-
hood, somewhere in the distant future.

The clections have also helped to reinvent erstwhile
guerrilla leader Yasser Arafat, who, with a respectable 88
per cent of the vote, is becoming a more acceptable states-
man day by day—the kind of man you could invite to a
state visit without any qualms at all. This transformation
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has been truly remarkable, because only a few years ago
Arafat seemed to personify the unacceptable face of
terrorism, and his checkered headscarf or keffiveh became
a symbol of protest and dissent around the world. Like
Anwar Sadat before him, Arafat has now received that most
prized symbol of Western acceptablity, the Nobel Peace
Prize, so the transformation is almost complete.

The six hundred or so international observers of the
election testified to its general fairness and decorum, and
without a doubt, the Palestinian election was considerably
freer than others in the Arab World. After all, Arafat
received only 88 per cent of the vote, not 99.98 per cent.
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There were some discordant notes however, and
the international observers criticised the bullying
tactics of Arafat loyalists and of the Israelis them-
selves, especially in Jerusalem. This latter took the
form of a heavy military presence at the polling
booths, and rumours that Palestinians who voted
would lose their right of residence in the Holy City.
As aresult, the turn-out in Jerusalem was considerably
lower than in the rest of the territories, possibly
through fear. Israelis are reluctant to accord any
legitimacy at all to Palestinian claims to East Jerusa-
lem—an issue sti  to be raised in the ongoing
negotiations.

To the Israelis, still reeling from the assassination
of Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin last November, the
clections were a vindication of the ‘peace process’
initiated by the slain leader and an important mile-
stone in that process.

Israelis can probably be divided into three broad
groups on the issue of the Palestinians. By far the
smallest is that minority of leftists and peaceniks who
fervently hope that the elections will lead to
Palestinian statehood, righting an historic wrong that
has festered for half a century, and the two states,
Jewish and Arab, will live happily side by side.

The second group of Israelis, much larger than
the first and including all kinds of militants, settlers
and crazies as well as morc respectable elements from
the Tsraeli right wing, are rcluctant to return to the
Palestinians cven an inch of what they see as Eretz
Israel Some of them are so paralysed by the very real
fear that Palestinian statehood may be the end result
of the process that they will lash out, fight and indeed
kill even other Israelis to prevent this. Mordechai
Amir, the killer of Prime Minister Rabin, falls squarely
i this category, but there are many others.

By far the largest of the three groups consists of
the Israeli Government and thosc Israclis who will
try, for pragmatic rcasons, to prevent Palestinian state-
hood from coming.”  2sc people [and I feel Prime Min-
ister Rabin would be in this camp were he still alive)
sce the clections and the Palestinian National
Authority [PNA} as a viable if lcss than perfect
solution to the intolerable burden of Isracli military
occupations of the territories. A solution, moreover,
which has opened the way to Isracl’s making peace
with her Arab neighbours. There is already a new
treaty with Jordan, and talks proceeding with Syria

—very important indeed for the new Israeli
F Prime Minister’s re-election prospects.
¢

'R THE ARAB STATES, both front-line states such as
Jordan and Syria, as well as thosce states more distant
such as the emirates of the Gulf or the countrics of
North Africa, the Palestinian clections have removed
thc one major obstacle which has always stood in the
way to their making peace with Israel. For years the
issuc of Palestine was a ‘motherhood’ issue in the Arab
world, and popular opinion, or the feelings of the Arab
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‘street’ on the issue were strong enough to prevent
governments from openly dealing with Israel no
matter how much they would have liked to. [King
Hussein of Jordan has reputedly had years of secret
talks.) Anwar Sadat may have earned the Nobel Peace
Prize for is Camp David Agreements with Israel, but
he also paid for getting too far ahead of ‘street’ opinion
in hish  eland.

The  slo Accords, the ‘peace process’ in gencral,
and more particularly the involvement of Yasser
Arafat and the PLO in the recent elections have re-
moved t s stumbling block and made it possible for
the governments of the Arab states to make their own
separate cace treaties with Israel. For this, Arafat is
being criticised by some segments of his own popula-
tion. Major factions, such as the Islamicists of Hamas
and the rejectionists of PFLP have boycotted the
process, while leading Palestinian intellectuals such
as Edward Said have heaped scorn on the whole exer-
cise, as he did in his recent book, Peace and its Dis-
contents.

This criticism of the ‘peace process’—and it is
very important criticism—should not be underesti-
mated, for in the end it may carry the day. The
criticism can be summed up in two ways. To begin
with, it is claimed that Arafat has abandoned those
Palestinians not fortunate enough to be living in the
Occupied Territories, such as those in Lebanon, Syria,
Jordan and the diaspora.

These are Palestinians who founded the
resistance organisations back in the 1960s, and it was
they who formed the PLO’s main constituency. It was
these Palestinians who, using terrorism and violence,
fought to put the question of Palestine on the inter-
national agenda, and succceded. They have been
denied a vote in the recent elections, and from all
accounts they will never be allowed to retum to the
Palestine’ Yasser Arafat and the Israclis are creating
in the Occupied Territorics. They could become a
persistent irritant.

More importantly, Arafat is accused of acquicsc-
ing in a system of apartheid, even as South Africa,
which gave the world the term, becomes a multi-racial
statc. According to its enemics, Arafat’s PNA is a
quisling-type collaborationist regime, doing no more
than the security bidding of Isracl and having no rcal
prospects for statehood. According to this view all that
can be expcected from Arafat and the PNA is the
creation of a kind of Palestinian Bantustan, never a
Palestinian mini-state.

These are harsh words indeed. But it must be said
that the jury is still out. Perhaps Aratat rcally will be
the ‘Father of His Nation’. Whatever happens let us
not fall into the triumphalism of the Western media
over events in the Middle East; let us be a little
cynical, and lct us try to read between the lines.

Andrew Vincent is the Di  or of the Middle — st
Studics Centre at Macquarie University.
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A difficult peace

From Joseph Symonds

Ireturned to Australia six months ago
after living 15 years in Israel. As a
fourth generation Australian of Jewish
descent, I believe T have a modicum of
original Aussic fairmindedness in
viewing the question of “Tomorrow’s
Isracl’ (Eureka Street, December 1995).
The article addressed the future only
at the end and then in a way appealing
to liberal slogans of peace and
symmetrical compromise. Unfortu-
nately the situation for Israel is any-
thing but symmetrical.

Unlike the situation for its Arab
neighbours, both internal and external,
the future of their country—for
Israelis, is intimately bound to both
peace and survival. And the context in
which peace is being negotiated is, in
John Levi’s words, onc in which Israel
faces an enemy that ‘hated and loathed
their very presence in the Promised
Land and still continually call for a
“holy war”.’

The picture depicted by the press,
of Isracli leadership as representing a
nation united in its support for the
‘peace process’, except for a few
militant extremists, is inaccurate.
Israelis, almost to a person, want

THS 15 THE LAST TIME T LET MANAGEMENT
SEND ME ON AN OUTWARP BOUND COURSE f

peace. Religious Jews pray
three times a day, but as demonstra-
tions across the nation over the last
couple of years have shown, many
Israelis, perhaps even an absolute

)T peace

majority, believe that current
Government policy constitutes unilat-
eral land concessions without genuine

EU KA STREET e MarcH 1996

pcace on the horizon.

The despicable assassination of
Rabin represented the extremist tip of
an iceberg of discontent within the
populace. The concern for survival as
a nation and as individuals is difficult
to understand from a detached, secure,
liberal viewpoint.

A strong Israel with geographical-
ly defensible borders is seen by many
Israelis as the precursor to true peace.
If this situation is obtained and hope
of military annihilation renounced by
its neighbours, then peace
will incvitably flow as a con-
sequence of commercial,
tourist and scientific interac-
tion on a face-to-face basis.

Joseph Symonds
Bondi, NSW

Very wide
awake

From Sally McGushin

It was actually on 21 July
1969 that those hundreds of
small boys would have clus-
tered around the half-dozen
or so television sets at Ray

Cassin’s Marist College,
Perth, to watch the first
Moon landings {Eureka

Street. December 1995).

History records the events as
occurring on 20 July 1969 because that
was the date in America when the
event occurred.

I was similarly crowded around a
school television set. It is because T
recall what it was [ was doing at the

time that T would like to set the record
straight.

Sally McGushin

Queenstown, TAS

The moon an« 1

From D.L. Swingler
Your writer, Ray Cassin should always
partake of the proven combination of
tea and madeleine cakes before ever
again trusting to his memory. The as-
tronauts landed on the moon on 21
July, 1969.
D. L. Swingler
Park Orchards, VIC

Rayv Cassin replies
Perhaps WA was already running on
US Pacific time in preparation for the
subsequent makeover of Perth and Fre-
mantle as rest-and-recreation resorts
for the sailors and marines of the Scv-
enth Flect. But it is reassuring to know
that accurate gcophysical measure-
ments were taken in Queenstown,
Tasmania, where the hillsides scarred
by mining are curiously reminiscent
of a desolate lunar landscape. No won-
der the locals were so absorbed by
what Neil Armstrong ¢t al were doing.
Ray Cassin
Moonece Ponds, VIC

Women on the
line

From |.GG. Santamuaria

In his article ‘“The Line on Women’
{Eureka Street, December 1995) Father
W.J. Uren, SJ, asked the question
‘What will be the likely effect of this
latest pronouncement from the Vati-
can?’. The ‘pronouncement’ was the
answer given on the 18 November
1995 by the Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith to a question
relating to the status of the teaching
in the apostolic letter Ordinatio Sac-
erdotalis that the church does not have
the authority to confer priestly ordi-
nation on women.

Father Uren does not answer the
question he asks. Rather, he recounts
two anccdotes, onc of which he de-
scribes as ‘pessimistic’, the other as
‘optimistic’. The ‘optimistic’ anecdote
related to the comment made by Mr
Chris Sidoti during the 1993 ABC
television program on the encyclical
Veritas Splendour in which Father



Uren and Bishop George Pell partici-
pated. Father Uren’s account of what
Mr Sidoti said is an abbreviation.
What, in fact, Mr Sidoti said was:

‘The Pope is right in saying in the
encyclical that there is a crisis in the
Church. He identifies it as a crisis of
dissent, that is, pcople don’t agree with
what 1 think. The real crisis, though,
is the crisis of assent. And that is that
the vast majority of Catholics in Aus-
tralia have withdrawn their assent to
being led by this Pope and most of
these bishops. Now it is all very well
for Bishop Pell to draw his line in the
sand but the fact is that the vast
majority of us don’t care about his line
in the sand. We arc not going to be
excommunicated, and we are not go-
ing to leave. It is our church. And what
this encyclical wrongly identifies as a
crisis of dissent is a crisis because we
no longer have confidence that those
who proclaim leadership are capable
of exercising it.’

Father Uren’s cevident approval
|‘'the most illuminating and encourag-
ing comment in the whole discussion’)
of Mr Sidoti’s ancient and much dis-
credited theme is difficult to fathom.
Morcover, he says that Mr Sidoti’s in-
tervention was clicited by remarks
made by Bishop Pell about ““drawing
aline in the sand”—presumably defin-
ing boundaries for church member-
ship’.

In fact, it was not. The expression
‘drawing a line in the sand’ was not
used by Bishop Pell. It formed part of
a question asked by Andrew Olle.
Bishop Pell may have assented to the
proposition contained in the question,
but the question had nothing to do
with church membership.

Much more important, however, is
what Bishop Pell did say about Church
membership. He did not say anything
to suggest that the inability of Catho-

lics to abide by the moral teaching of
the Church was a reason for excom-
munication. During the program, Pro-
fessor Peter Singer—of all people—had
suggested that, given the publication
of the encyclical Veritas Splendour,
the Australian bishops would have to
withdraw their 1974 statement about
contraception and some Catholics
would be forced out of the Church.
Bishop Pell answered Singer’s sugges-
tion as follows:

‘....the '74’ statement of the Bish-
ops said quite a number of different
and balancing things. One thing it did
say was that, if a person did not fol-
low the teaching of the Church on con-
traception, there was no obligation for
them to be ¢xcommunicated, to be
driven from the Church and because
of the comparative importance of the
issuc, I'm sure that, today, everybody
would stand with that. But it also
made quite clear in that statement that
people should conform their con-
sciences to the official teaching which
had been given by the Pope. If they
decided to differ, once of the consc-
quences that no-one was going to try
to apply was excommunication or to
remove them from the Church.’

Given the Catholic understanding
of excommunication—and this may
not have been Mr Sidoti’s—it would
have been astonishing had Bishop Pell
used a public discussion, cither ex-
pressly or by implication, to threaten
it. It would be unfair to suggest that
he did.

Bishop Pell did point to the injus-
tice inflicted upon Catholic children
in their being deniced access to the
Church’s teachings. It may be that
those responsible for this injustice
should not continue to hold teaching

Counselling

If you or someone you
know could benefit from
professional counselling,
please phone Martin
Prescott, BSW, MSW,
MAASW, clinical member
of the Association of
Catholic Psychotherapists.
Individuals, couples and
families catered for:

Bentleigh (03) 9557 2595
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responsibilities in the Church. But
that has nothing to do with excommu-
nication.
J.G Santamaria
Hawthorn, VIC

Fr W.J. Uren replies

I commend Mr J.G. Santamaria, QC,
for his diligent rescarches into the
archival footage of the Veritas Splen-
dour discussion, in which [ participat-
cd with Bishop Pell. 1 do hope that he
had access to the full 90-minute tape
rather than the cdited version pro-
duced by the ABC.

There are, however, two aspects of
his subscquent commentary that I find
somcwhat chilling. The first is his
oblique recognition of the significance
of the recent pronouncement of the
Sacred Congregation concerning the
‘infallible’ status of the Apostolic Let-
ter on the (non) Ordination of Women
for the contraception debate. If Ordi-
natio Sacerdotalis is infallible, why
not Humanae Vitae? Even though the
official spokesperson of Paul V1, Mon-
signor Ferdinand Lambruschini, im-
mediately after the promulgation of
Humanae Vitae, said that the encyce-
lical was not necessarily irreformable,
many theologians of a right-wing per-
suasion have argucd that it is, and pre-
cisely on the grounds invoked by the
Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith for Ordinatio Sacerdotal-
1s. The prophetic insight of Professor
Singer—'of all people’—was not nec-
essarily misguided on this point at
least.

The second chilling aspect is Mr.
Santamaria’s discussion of excommu-
nication. He notes that Bishop Pell
stated that: '....if a person did not fol-
low the teaching of the Church on con-
traception, there was no obligation for
them to be excommunicated’. There
is no obligation to be excommunicat-
ed, to be sure, but is this not now a
much less remote possibility? Bishop
Pell said of the 1974 statement that:
‘...onc of the conscquences that no-
one was going to try to apply was ex-
communication or to remove them
from the Church’, but can he or Mr
Santamaria be now so sccure in this
belief?

Whocever would have thought even
in Octoher, 1993, that within thirty
months it would be officially forbidden
for Catholics cven to debate the
possibility of the ordination of women,
and that an Apostolic Nuncio would
enforce this stricture at an
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international conference of Catholic
Women in Canberra at the weekend
(cf. Age February 10, 1996). Granted
the present constituency of the Sacred
Congregation for the Doc  1e of the

Faith and the much more frequent
recourse of the Vatican to invoking the
highest levels of authority in its
pronouncements, I wish I could be as
benign as Mr Santamaria in rejecting
the possibility of the threat of ecclesi-
astical penalties.
W UrenS§SJ
Hawthorn, VIC

Questionable

From Tony Winkelman

Father W.J. Uren's report of a commu-
niqué issued by the Sacred Congrega-
tion for the Doctrine of the Faith
(Eureka Street, December 1995) has
some surprising aspects, onc of which
I should like to discuss below.

In the communiqué, according to
the report, a question is posed and an
answer is given. The ¢ stion is
whether a particular doctrine ‘must be
believed in a definitive way so as to
be considered as belonging to the de-
posit of faith’. The answer is that the
doctrine has been ‘proposed infallibly’.
This is surprising language, to me as
much as to Father Uren. B whereas
Father Uren appears to be dismayed by
the answer, I am rather worried about
the question. The question, it seems
to me, jumps the gun, at least in so far
as it invites a decision as to the doc-
trine’s infallibility. For before such an
invitation could be issued, one would
expect to have an affirmative answer
to the definition of papal infallibility
at the first Vatican Council.
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The dogma of papal infallibility
relies on a distinction between state-
ments about faith {or morals) and
statements about other matters; and,
within the category of statem s on

HE GOT SACK OF ALL THEIR TBES ABOUT REING 100
MIPDLE-OF-THE-RO  /

faith and morals, a further distinction
is made between statements that may
(have} be{en) emphatically endorsed, so
to speak, by the pope and those who
may not {have) be(en) so endorsed.

These distinctions are clearly
drawn in order to

definition. After the declaration of the
dogma, however, this type of defini-
tion has become unusable. For if onc
were still to usc it, the dogma of papal
infallibility would in effect be saying
that the pope is (in certain circum-
stances) infallible when he talks about
the things he normally talks about,
which wouldn’t be a very illuminating
statement. Besides, proceeding in this
way could reintroduce into the list of
tenets precisely those papal pro-
nouncements, whether concerning
matters of fact or scientific theories,
that are considered to have been erro-
neous.

For this and other reasons the
dogma of papal infallibility has
become, perhaps not entirely inten-
tionally, a kind of watershed on the
history of the Catholic Church. Yet
many commentators, both conserva-
tives and liberals among them and
apparently including officials, seem to
express themselves at times as if the
Vatican I formulations did not exist.
Partly as a result, I suppose, not a lot
of progress has been madc in elucidat-
ing the term ‘faith or morals’.

Tony Winkelman
Kew, VIC

restrict the exercise
of papal infallibility
{or else the pope
might for most
practical purposes be
reduced to silence),
though until the
term ‘faith or morals’
and the circumstanc-
es of what I have
paraphrased as ‘em-
phatic endorsement’
are defined, the

St Paul’s Cathedral
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cxtent of such a re- . .. .
striction cannot be f enior citizens of all faiths, and

exactly known nor
will it be possible to
make particular
applications.  As
regards the defini-
tion of “faith or mor-
als’ one might say in
general that, prior to
the promulgation of
papal infallibility,
the expression could
have been defined as
‘the sort of thing the
pope normally talks
about’, and it appears
that the communi-
qué’s question pre-
supposes some such |
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What we expect from
government

RECENTLY READ the latest offering
from the Australian Catholic Social
Justice Council [ACSJC), Politicians
and Citizens: Roles and Responsi-
bilities by Professor John Warhurst.
I had assumed the bish ; were
m ing an unusual (for tuem) but
valuable contribution to the current
debate about our disillusionment
with politics. I'was wrong. 1eonly
contributionit makesis to the study
of poorly executed social justice
initiatives.

Consider the ‘launch’. The ACS-
JC showed some media savvy in
scheduling therelease of Politicians
and Citizens for January. This is a
time of the year when journalists
and their editors are gratcful for
anything that passes for news and
will usually give even the most
esoteric, if also ‘weighty’ subjects a
good run. But a kind of peep-show
mentality seems to have overtaken
thosc involved with the paper. So
much of it was exposcd beforehand
(in the ACSJC newsletter justice
Trends and in an explanatory article
by Warhurst in The Australian) that
most media commentators had
passed judgment on what the ACS-
JC had to say before they even had
completed copy of the paperon their
desks.

Politicians and Citizens was duly
launched on January 23 and rosc
withouta trace. What makes this all
the more telling is the fact that
‘integrity’ in political life was one of
the main themes of the paper and
one of the main campaign slogans of
the subsequent Federal election cam-
paign. The one was never raised in
connection with the other.

The stylc of the paper didn’t help.
Politicians and Citizens prefers gen-
eralisations to specifics and clichés
to incisive comment. It is defensive
in approach and was not addressed
to any particular audience—which
means it could be ignored by all of
them. As much of the paper is
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devoted tojustifying why the chnrch
chose to speak out on mor and
social issues as is spent on outlining
the paper’s main recommenc ion.
This pre-emptive strike did not dis-
courage criticism of the ACS  for
its efforts. It simply suggested a line
of attack to less imaginative critics.
But the most obvious problem
with the paperisitslack of substance.
Politicians and Citizens argues that
to restore confidence in our political
system, politicians must uphold
professional standards. It proposes
to codify these to commit politi-
cians to maintaining personal integ-
rity, listening more to the voice of
the people, making modest promises,
avoiding personal abuse and acting
with courage and decisiveness. This
is such an anodyne list of desirable
qualities that it’s hard to mount a
case for or against it. Why bother?
What politician would deny that he
or she lives up to thosc standards
now! How would such a code affect
the institutional processes that
encourage politicians to
behave the way they do?

MUCH COULD HAVE BEEN SAID tO
illuminate the causes of today’s
political disenchantment—and to
add the moral weight of the ACSJC
to remedies worth considering and
debating. Take, for instance, party
pre-sclection practices. More often
than not these work to the detri-
ment of local branch democracy, of
new and imaginative political can-
didates, even of truly representative
ones. Is the gross under-representa-
tion of women in both the 1or
parties not a serious cause of disillu-
sionment? Is it not also a worthy
subject for social justice comment?
Or take the growing gap between
‘politics” and ‘administration’—two
sides of the process of governing.
Ideally the former involves fashion-
ing a collective will from a plerhora
of disconnected interestsin o1 rto

give momentum and direction to
the latter. But the connection is
breaking down. These days politics
is the art of managing demands from
the bottom (the electorate) in a way
that leaves the top (politicians and
bureaucrats) free to get on with the
‘real’ job of decision-making. One
thing that might reverse this trend is
greater transparency in government.
Why, then, not some concrete sug-
gestions about more liberal freedom
of information laws or whistle-
blower protection legislation?

Then there’s the media. The
modern media afford politicians the
opportunity for mass exposure but
ironically, at the cost of the kind of
close, personal, kissing-babies type
of contact that was once their stock-
in-trade. Saturation coverage also
tends to overwhelm and complicate
the consumers at whom it is aimed.
The ACSJC could have encouraged a
more responsible media treatment
of politics by affirming—that is, nam-
ing—the betterjournalists and media
outlets. It might have been suggest-
c¢d putting the not inconsiderable
media resources of the church into
the service of a new style {open
access, more informative) of politi-
cal coverage.

In the event, these kinds of ideas
werenoteven canvassed, ACSJC was
left licking its wounds, and Politi-
cians and Citizens was left to gather
dust in church offices and on the
back shelves of parliamentary librar-
ies. The whole enterprise broke the
tirst rule of social justice advocacy:
if you’ve got nothing of consequence
to say, don’t open your mouth.

Chris McGillion edits the opinion
page of the Sydnev Morning Heruld.

Politicians and Citizens: Roles and
Responsibilities, by John Warhurst,
isn0.27 in the Catholic Social Justice
Series. 1ssN 1 86420 056 1 rrr $4.95.
Available from Catholic bookstores.



hen Tony Fitzgerald relcased
the report of his commission of in-
quiry into corruption in the Queens-
land police, he was criticised in gung-
ho scctions of the media for not
having named enough names. Much
of Fitzgerald’s report was an analysis
of the culture of corruption that per-
meated public life in Queensland,
with proposals for educating police
and other public officials in ways
that might eventually change the
culture. This, insisted Fitzgerald’s
earnest journalistic critics, was a
worthy waste of time. What really
mattered was catching the bad guys
and punishing them.
I suspect that John Warhurst’s
Politicians and Citizens: Roles and
Responsibilities may meet with sim-

ilar criticisms, at least among such
journalists as arc in the habit of read-
ing discussion papers issued by the
Australian Catholic Social Justice
Council. But if so, Warhurst should
feel heartened, for incomprehension
of this kind ncatly underscores the
malaise that his paper sceks to diag-
nose.

The objectors I am imagining
might complain that Politicians and
Citizens is insutficiently specific;
that it contains too few recommen-
dations about things that politicians
and citizens might actually do, and
far too much speculation about their
self-image and how they acquired it.
Well, yes. This is not a discussion
paper about the merits of, say, incor-
porating a bill of rights in the consti-
tution, or the means by which polit-
ical parties might restore to their
rank-and-file a sensc¢ of genuine
participation in the democratic
process. Warhurst takes for granted

that such questions will form the
context of political debate, and pur-
sues a more fundamental problem:
what sort of people do we have to be
in order to reflect and act effectively
on questions of this kind when they
do arisc?

The reason why some people will
be irritated by this sort of approach
is that there is a straightforward but,
they fear, nebulous answer to the
question [ have just asked—we have
to be good people. And notoriously,
in pluralist socicties like Australia,
there is no general agreement about
what the good life might be. Liberal
democracy rests on the assumption
that visions of the good life are inex-
tricably bound up with the privatc
projects of individuals, as does liberal

politics—both the left-lcan-
ing and the right-leaning.

UT AS LIBERALISM'$ communitari-
an critics—again, some on the left
and some on the right of the tradi-
tional political spectrum—point out,
itisdifficult to characterise the kind
of ‘security and opportunity’ that
individuals arc supposed to nced
without referring, at least implicitly,
to a shared vision of the good life.
The individual of liberal theory, so
communitarian jargon has it, is the
product of a ‘thin’ account of human
agency; which amounts to saying
that thisliberal individual is a blood-
lessabstraction, lacking many of the
beliefs, motives and desires that
make human agents rccognisably
human.

Warhurst wisely avoids being
drawn into the liberal communitar-
ian debate. The ACSJC discussion
papers are aimed at a general reader-
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ship, not at political philosophers.
But Politicians and Citizens shares
at least one assumption with the
communitarian critique of liberal-
ism: that the division between the
public spheres is at best a fluid one,
forthe same individuals arc actorsin
cach. As readers of Marian
Wilkinson’s biography of Graham
Richardson can attest, the
lineaments of our private sclves can
be traced in both the style and the
substance of our public lives.

At the heart of Politicians and
Citizens is what Warhurst and the
ACSJC publicists call a code of con-
duct for politicians. The term is an
unfortunate one, evoking as it docs
some Decalogue-like list of shalts
and shalt nots. Warhurst’s ‘code’ is

more an examination—not a mere
list—of civic virtues, the qualities of
characternecessary for effective lead-
cership in a democracy. Is this, like
the proverbial commendation of
motherhoaod, a catalogue of qualitics
that politicians can pay lip service to
and then act as they please? Those
who may be inclined to dismiss
Warhurst’s code in this way should
cast their mind back to Bert
Newton’s interview with Paul
Keating during the federal election
campaign. Newton asked Keating
whether conspicuous personal
wealth was a particular problem for
a Labor leader (for all leaders of a
democracy, argues Warhurst). It was
one of the few times Lhave scen Ponl
Kceating squirm.

Ray Cassin is a freelance writer and
a regular contributor to Eurcka
Street.
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Australians are plagued with elections in which
they are obliged to participate: Commonwealth, State
and local government. Nonetheless we still scem to
value the vote. In the 1986/87 National Social Science
Survey, 48 per cent said that they disagreed that ‘the
average citizen has considerable influence on politics’,
54 per cent did not believe that they had a great deal
of influence on government decisions, and almost the
same number said that whatever interest politicians
had in their opinions at clection time, they rapidly
lost touch once they were in office. In the 1993 Aus-
tralian Electoral Survey 72 per cent of the people sur-
veyed believed that public officials gencrally ‘didn't
care much about what people like us think’.

Yet an carlier Electoral Survey, in 1987, which
asked respondents how they felt when they went to a
polling booth to vote, found that only 6 per cent felt
annoyed or that it was a waste of time, another 25 per
cent said that they voted out of a sense of duty (not
necessarily an objectionable onel, and just 6 per cent
only wanted to avoid a fine. Nearly half (48 per cent)
said they got ‘a feeling of satisfaction from it’. Perhaps,
given the cynicism about politics, this is the sweet
savour of revenge from the slighted. Nonetheless, ten
years ago 77 per cent of actual and future voters {from
age 14 up) told the Electoral Commission that they

thought that the vote was the most

important right a person has.
-» V 1y DO WE VALUE THE VOTE! Elections are hardly

a satisfactory way of making governments genuinely
accountable. Once a government has clamped down
on information, or shut down schools, or committed
future generations to vast expenditure on public
infrastructure, or (in Victoria’s case) sacked judges and
altered the balance of power in the Constitution,
reversal might be impossible. Local issues may be
drowned in general clection themes. This is far less
s0 in by-elections, where a leaking hospital roof or
absence of cops on the beat becomes a politician’s
deepest concern. In a general election, if a particular
government has an authoritarian or bullying style—
the Bjelke-Peterson model, for example—the
clectorate may have become apathetic. In a by-clec-
tion, the voters have Daddy’s attention, for a little.
In some socicties there has been experimentation
with more direct forms of participation than voting
in general elections. In some US states and parts of
Europe there is provision for a lawmaking initiative,
which lets people draft a law and, if they get enough
signatures for it, require it cither to be put to the voters
directly, or indircctly, by being submitted to the
legislature. Citizen-initiated referenda are not
favoured in Australia (a Democrat proposal was de-
feated on Party lines in 1977, in the Commonwecalth
Parliament} though some local government bodies
have tinkercd with the idea. New Zealand had a
farcical experience of a citizens’ initiative in 1995
when they were asked to vote for an incomprehensible

ballot over desirable numbers of fire-fighters.

Voting on local issuecs keeps political agendas
wider than parties’ institutionalised agendas; maxim-
iscs citizens’ feeling that they are involved; lessens
apathy and alienation, and is a positive incentive for
parliamentary representatives to remember they only
have ajob if they can persuade pcople to vote for them.
By-clections—whether or not they make or break gov-
ernments—provide a chance to express political
sentiment, and keep the people’s representatives sen-
sitive to the feeling of their electorate. They enable
minority parties and independents to test local feel-
ing on parochial issues. They may give independents
parliamentary scats (extremely irritating to the party
machines) or, as in the Mundingburra by-election in
Queensland, the power to decide who governs at all.

Jeft Kennett might very well procced to change
both the franchise and the Victorian Constitution. All
that is required is a majority vote in both Houses of
the Parliament, both of which the Coalition
completely dominates. Whatever academics, politi-
cal commentators, columnists, his own party, the
Opposition or interest groups might have to say about
democracy, and responsible government, a powerful
Premier who is not genuinely at risk of losing that
power may achieve his desire through a Parliament
which does not function as a forum for debate.

All that remains is challenge through the courts.
A statutory Constitution, such as Victoria's, is only
an Act of Parliament, and can be changed by another
one. There is no statement of civil and political rights
and freedoms on which to rely. In theory, Mr Kennett
could sponsor the passage of laws which deprive bluce-
eyed people, transsexuals or people who did not own
property from the franchise; could abolish the State’s
Supreme Court entirely, or establish local government
as a department of administrative services (which he
secms to perceive it to be anyway: in carly February
he was reported to have told onc of the few remain-
ing democratically ¢lected Councils which had not
decided to accept a large government ‘loan’ that it
would be dismissed if it did not vote to accept the
money, and its conditions.) Only convention and the
possibility of an interventionist High Court—which
has already implied democratic principles into our
Federal Constitutional structure—stands between
such will, and its cxpression.

How much do we value our vote? In his inaugu-
ral address Lincoln said that the country and its
institutions belong to its people, and that when they
tired of its government they could exercise their
constitutional right to amend it, or their revolution-
ary right to dismember or overthrow it. Years before,
he remarked that no human being is good enough to
govern another without that other’s consent. Mr
Kennett and other managerialist politicians would do
well to remember their origins, and be humbled.

Moira Rayner is a lawyer and freelance journalist.
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Trar Troiing

[ato the ring

You don't become a dissident just because yvou decide one day to take up

this most unusual career. You are thrown into

by your personal sense of

responsibitlity , combined with a complex set of external circumstances. You
are cast out of the existing structures and placed in a position of conflict
with them. It begins as an attempt to do your job well and ends [with vour]
be ¢ branded as an enemy of society. —Vaclav Havel

HAVE IN ALY POSSFSSION a favourite photograph from
the sports pages of the Svdnev Morning Herald. You
can see variations of on these pages. It shows a middle-
aged man in full horizontal flight, arms and legs out-
streteched, and just beneath him a large bull that is
charging in the opposite dircction. What appeals most
is the caption:

An unidentiticd spectator leaps over a charging bull
to avoid being gored, ateer jumping into a Madrid bull-
ring trom the stands. He was not hure and later apol-
ogised for his impromptu urge to fight a bull,

In the aftermath of the ordination of women in
the Australian Anglican church, this picture is for me
a perfect metaphor of ¢ Anglican dissident. [t
captures the wild idiosyncratic impulse that can pick
up a previously passive onlooker and hurl her head-
long into an encounter with the institution. 1t
cemphasises the strength of impulse that is needed to
start up social change against the inertia of established
custom. We will probably never know the particular
sct of ‘complex external circumstances’ or personal
needs that transformed our friend from intrepid
spectator to would-be torcador. But I can remember
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the particular circumstances that catapulted me into
the ‘bullring’ with little assurance that any would
follow.

It was in 1975, almost a deeade betfore the national
movement was founded. Some initial discussions
about women’s ordination with the curate at my local
church had left me in no doubt of our respective
positions on the male-only priesthood. A week later,
as I sat in the front pew on Sunday with my husbhand
and children, the curate used the opporrunity as
preacher to deal with my dissent. His strategy had
the advantage of altitude, posture and no audicence
participation. From his clevation he dictated the
received theology on men’s headship and women’s
subscervience. His display of conviction supported
Nictszehe's contention that ‘convictions are more
dangerous foes of truth than lies.” I listened intently
but heard the tlap of angel wings. 1 thought of this
scrmon being multiplied in a hundred parishes, and a
dissident was born. The bull had to be confronted.

I was not in contact with any groups involved in
women's ordination, but decided that T would start
working towards such an end in the Anglican Church.
It would necessitate a vote from the National Synod



to change the law that followed in the train of Church
laws excluding ‘women, children and imbeciles’ from
being candidates for ordination. I remember looking
across at the man who was the main Synod repre-
sentative in our congregation and saying to mysclf
‘Onc day T will be where you are and T will have to be
better than you.’ I remember shuddering at the
thought of what he would think it he could read my
predatory thoughts. Seven years later I was to stand
in his very place in the Sydney Synod to present the
commmittee report on women'’s ordination that he as
chairman of the committee should have presented.

In our own limited way, the Movement for the
Ordination of Women (MOW] was to experience in
those seven intervening years of lobbying, debating,
protesting, studying and praying, what Vaclav Havel
had learned as a dissident in occupied Czechoslova-
kia. Poet, playwright and eventually President, he
found what he called ‘a new model of behaviour’ that
is critical in any reform.

When arguing with a centre of power, do not get side-
tracked into vague ideological debates about who is
right and who is wrong; fight for specific, conerete
things, and be prepared to stick to your guns to the
end.

[t’s hard to take the initial stance and with it the
wall of flak concentrated on such strategic borders.
On the opening night of the 1983 Sydney Synod, we
nailed our theses ‘that a great wrong was being done
in the Church’ to the door of our own St Andrew’s
Cathedral in Sydney. We declared our intention to
debate publicly the theological basis of women’s equal
calling, and to challenge the all-male priesthood. Every
argument that could be mustered was brought to bear
on the concrete proposal that the Anglican church
should ordain those of its women who were trained
and fitted for ministry.

The first objection raised was that it was better
to educate the local congregation first about women
and equality, and thus prepare the ground. The second
was that it was wrong for women to agitate for the
right to be priests themselves—they should wait for
others to do it, or for God to do it. Some said it was
wrong to scek the exalted position of a pricst.
Shouldn’t a Christian be a servant? Others agreed that
change was called for, but said that forming a visible
movement within the Church was a hostile act that
would divide the Church, and moreover we should
wait for the Catholic Church to do it first. Still others
said that ordination of men was wrong anyway.

We became increasingly convinced that to reverse
the legal exclusion of women from the priesthood was
not only right in principle but neccessary for us as
Christians. Morcover, it was possible in the Anglican
Church because of its national autonomy and consti-
tution. Real women candidates for the real priesthood,
rencwed or unrenewed, was a legal possibility. There
had already been women priests in other parts of the

Anglican Church for 12 years.

Public advocacy by women had the same effect
as touching the hip-pocket nerve of the rich. Male
theologians moved to debate the problem of clerical-
ism while continuing to be priests themselves.
Lawyers mouthed legal complexities about property
and constitutions. Women whinnied at the micro-
phones of the synod about their support of male lead-
ership, and disowned as unscemly the antics of the
dissidents. And in the diocesan committees that con-
trolled key decisions, a purge began of those not pre-
pared to toe the conservative line. It was not
uncommon for candidates for roles completely
unrelated to women’s ministry to be rung up before
synod elections and asked their views on the priest-
ing of women. Openness, tolerance, and a respect for

basic human rights quietly slipped out the
back door.

A S A MISSIONARY DOCTOR IN ArFriCA, [ had witnessed
the disabling effect of the domination by one class of
another in the hierarchy of missionaries over nation-
als. I had concluded that a vital part of the egalitarian
project of ‘handing over to the nationals’ was hand-
ing over the right to make the same mistakes as mis-
sionaries had made. Why talk of waiting for a renewed
ministry for women while still ordaining men to an
unrenewed ministry? It says more about the view of

women than the idcals of ministry.

No change to established tradition comes about
without great struggles by individuals. There was
substance to some of the objections, especially those
about the nature of the ministry and the whole prob-
lem of the priesthood sequestering power and privi-
lege. But I reached a point where I had no doubt that
behind the order and the picty of holy orders lay the
same hierarchy of men over women and children that
whispered obscenities and dealt ugly blows in the back
streets. As a doctor, I have scen the bodies broken
and used in subordination. I could no longer buy my
ticket to sce the men run the show. For me the case
the case was building towards the conclusion that it
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was a moral neccessity for women to tackle the priest-
hood.

It was nccessary bee  se it was deemed right and
was possible. The theological and legal impediments
were no longer considered valid by an increasing
number of Anglicans. In 1974 the Doctrine Commis-
sion of the General Synod agreed by an overwhelm-
ing majority that there were no theological objections
to the ordination of women. Limitations were being
placed on women not by nature any longer, but by
carctully manufactured constraint and legal control.

The second reason was what I call the ‘Oliver
P1 ciple’, that is, the core moral value of participat-
ing in the decisions that control your destiny. ‘More’,
said Oliver, holding his soup bowl high, and the plan-
ct shifted slightly on its axis. Education, hcalth, and
politics cannot flourish until all reccive. Greed lines
up to ask for more on the same queuc as poverty. Thus
it has been with ecclesiastical power.

The creation of an all-male priesthood has
required the active exclusion of women from theo-
logical education for cer  ries. Where they were not
totally excluded, as in some rcligious orders or in
places of privilege, they were still under male con-
tre  Theological formulation surrounding the female
body retlected the ignorance of men about women’s
expericnces. The fact that the Church didn’t manage
to suppress completely the religious imagination of

women does not cxcuse the tyranny of
thwarting growth in a healthy organism.

ORDINATION WAS NECESSARY because every form of
exclusion is connccted to every other form of
exclusion. The exclusion of women from decision-
making and theological formulation comes from the
same stable as the violation of women’s bodies that
continues to this hour in domestic violence and sexual
assault. They are both bascd on doctrines that render
women the objects of male control, and contribute to
cripplingly low sclf-esteem. Such low self-esteem en-
countered in the ranks of Anglican women guaran-
teed they would never enter a struggle for autonomy,
let alone conceive of themselves as achiceving it.

It was necessary because prior to the existence
of the Movement for the Ordination of Women, the
woman question was the domain of a limited ¢lite
who were chosen predominantly from white male
clerical ranks. Even those men who were sympathet-
ic to change were forced to wheel and deal in the pri-
vacy of doctrine commissions, or through the
obfuscating legal process of synods. The Movement
flushed the debate out of the back room.

The debate raged around what was ‘truc’; some-
where along the line, the way people actually treated
cach other was overlooked. By the time women were
being ordained in dioceses other than Sydney, the
debate in Sydney had calcified into a moratorium and
an obsession with ‘truth’ that kept women out. I was
reminded of this when reading an address given by
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Father John W. O’Malley SJ in Sydney in September

1994. He compared the motto of Harvard University,

which is ‘Veritas’, with the motto of Jesuit schools:

‘Veritatem facientes in caritate’—doing the truth in
we.

Those who find themselves in long-term relation-
ships of dissidence have to keep reminding themselves

at although they are cast out of the existing struc-
tures and placed in a position of conflict with them,
they remain intimately connected by their very
dissidence. It is a safer location than to stay silently
enmeshed in a system where you have to deny your
best religious impulses.

Last month an MOW leader in the Armidale dio-
cese, a feminist and sociologist, took her own life in a
state of profound depression. Her funcral service was
taken—she would probably have concurred in this—
by the bishop who had consistently opposed her
twelve-year campaign to sce women as priests. In his
scrimon, the bishop listed three things about her: that
she continued in regular public worship, that she
expressec  er convictions without destroying relation-
ships, and that she showed great concern for the down-
trodden. Onc couldn’t help but wonder at what price
she had held them all together.

While it remains impossible for a woman to
preach and teach authoritatively, or preside at the
eucharist, for whatever rcason, the church continues
to valorisc the male and denigrate the active female,
maintaining the ancient belief that women are more
tallen. There is nothing from which the male is
cxcluded because he is male. We can forget the equal-
but-different argument. Motherhood is a female
biological function, not a statc of grace that the chu-
rch dreamt up as the female equivalent to the priest-
hood. Indced in the Catholic church, the traditional
requirement for celibacy for both priests and nuns
freced women from motherhood—but such freedom
never led to the priesthood.

Once the priesthood is possible for women, at
least one ictor that has fuclled the notion of wom-
en’s nature as inferior is resolved. What remains then
is real choice to be or not to be ordained; a choice not
about the nature of women but about the meaning of
ordination itself.

And for me, behind all the debates, law courts
and clerical collars is the certain hope that our spirit-
ual dreams are more than power struggles. That how-
ever long it takes the church to set the places, the
cucharist increasingly will be a ‘feast as mends in
length’.

Come my light, my fcast, my strength, Such a light

as shows a feast, Such a feast as mends in length, Such
a strength as makes his guest.
—George Herbert 1593-1633

atricia Brennan is a physician and currently a Procter
Fellow at the Episcopal Divinity School, Cambridge
Massachusscts.
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JANET DCARFE

Necessary,
but not sufficient

ARLY IN THE MORNING, on the first day of the
week, the women went from the tomb...

So it seemed ten years ago. Sunday 9 February
1986 was the day on which women were first made
deacons in the Anglican Church of Australia. It
dawned with all the expectation and exhilaration of
an Easter morning. Somehow, it seemed. the world

would never be quite the same. Well, if not the world,
then certainly the church.

In 1986 it had been almost a decade since the
General Synod agreed in 1977, using the negative lan-
guage which characterised the debate, that there were
insufficient theological reasons to prevent the ordi-
nation of women. In hindsight the double negative
language was instructive about the level of accept-
ance of women’s ordination, then and now.

The General Synod of 1985 defeated a bill to
ordain women to the priesthood by the narrowest of
margins. Almost immediately members overwhelm-
ingly endorsed women as deacons, the step prior to
priesthood.

The Archbishops of Melbourne [David Penman)
and Perth (Peter Carnley), and the Bishop of Tasmania
{Philip Newell) announced they would ordain wom-
en in February 1986. Notwithstanding a protest to the
Appellate Tribunal and opposition threats of an
injunction against Archbishop Penman of Melbourne,
women were ordained deacon for the first time in the
Anglican Church of Australia in Melbourne, Hobart

and Perth on 9 February 1986.

Media attention focused on Melbourne, where
Archbishop Penman ordained senior woman minis-
ter in the diocese, Marjorie McGregor, and others who,
like her, had had years of experience in ministry. A
bomb scare forced the evacuation of the packed
cathedral shortlv before the service. The bomb hoax

- = added immeasurably to the
drama of the occasion and dom-
inated the headlines.

The Movement for the
Ordination of Women Freedom
Bus from Sydney and Canberra
was led, as if by a star, to park
right beside the cathedral. Dec-
orated in banners and dust, the
bus brought joy to some Mel-
bourne members of MOW and
angry consternation to others.
MOW in Melbourne had
requested and received twenty-
five seats in the cathedral. Tt
seemed a very small number,
but it was twenty-five more
than Archbishop Carnley of
Perth allowed MOW at the first

SL i ordination of women as priests
in March 1992.

The day was fraught with countless public and
private dramas, including the threat of court action
(a terrible reality in 1992) and dissension among wom-
en’s ordination supporters over decorum and respect-
ability, focusing on the bus.

My own recollections are completely dominated
by the opening procession into St Paul’s Cathedral. It
scemed to go on forever. ‘Through gates of pearl
strcamed in the countless host ...” So many in the pro-
cession were women—young women like Kate Prowd
in her mid-twenties, older women like Elizabeth

Alfred in her early seventies and a deaconess

I for forty-two years.

T WAS ASTONISHINGLY MOVING. The memory remains
s0. It was the precise moment at which for me the
ordination of women was transformed from an intel-
lectual exercise (the ‘insufficient objections’) into an
imperative, an essential matter of the faith involving
the way the church regards all women in its commu-
nity of faith, and indced all women in the community.

VOLUME 6 NUMBER 2 @ EUREKA STREET



Archbishop
George of
Adelaide
preached on
‘Change and
decay all
around I see’,
and reverted
to exclusive
language in
the liturgy ...
In Bendigo
Bishop Wright
expressed his
concern that
flower petals
would stain
the sanctuary

carpet.
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We have been included, T thought. We have been
acknowledged as part of the countless host. We arc at
last visible. When the opening procession finally
passed by, T was quite recady to go home, rejoicing.

It was a triflc premature.,

In 1986 1 was intent on respectability. I clearly
remember wishing the MOW Freedom Riders had put
their bus through a car wash. By November 1992,
when the General Synod of which T was a member
finally agreed on a formula that allowed dioceses to
ordain women as priests, I could find only shame in
the processes. With ever  1ingin me, I yearned for a
statement from the Synod president, Archbishop
Keith Rayner, apologising on behalf of the Anglican
Choireh for the shameful way in which the Church
ha gone about this m: :r, apologising to women
called to priesthood, to all women in the Church and
to all women in the community at large. But publicly

at least he held up the process as a model of
decision-making for society at large.

ORE OFIEN THAN NOT THE ORDINATIONS [ attend-
ed in December 1992 (six in five cities in three weeks)
suggested that even strong supporters of women'’s or-
dination saw the changes to the priesthood as cos-
metic. Archbishop George of Adelaide preached on
‘Change and decay all around I sce’, and reverted to
exclusive language in the liturgy, while at the cele-
brations senior clergymen delightedly welcomed the
women with genuflections. In Bendigo Bishop Wright
expressed his concern that flower petals would stain
the sanctuary carpet. In the Canberra-Goulburn
ordination, the women disappeared into a rugby scrum
of male pricsts, words were said and they emerged as
pricsts. In Mclbourne, where there were three ordi-
nation ceremonics because of the numbers of women
and where the applause was long and loud, many
clergymen expressed to me their delight that the task
was now complete.

It had barely begun.

The ordination of women as deacons in 1986 and
priests in 1992 was a v crshed in the life of the
Anglican Church. It has been an absolutely necessary
step for its integrity, and for its credibility in the com-
munity. But the ordination of women as dcacons,
pricsts and bishops is by no means sufficient for the
transformation of the church so that women are fully
and cqual participants in every aspect of its life, and
so that it spcaks and acts honestly and justly in the
community at large on matters affecting women—
violenee, sexual abuse, poverty, for example.

MOW has never seen the ordination of women
asan end initself, butas:  rucial element in a reform
agenda that encompassed inclusive language, femi-
nist theology, the participation of women in the
churches’ decision-making processes and theological
debates.

But while increasingly visible, women remain
largely inaudible. We are rarely heard to be speaking
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with the authority and authenticity of our own expe-
riences. We are rarely cited, whether it be as authori-
tics, illustrations or exemplars. We are more likely to
be spoken for by men or passed over for comment
than to be allowed room to speak for ourselves.

The ministrics of both ordained women and lay
women are concentrated in personal pastoral situa-
tions, the domestic or private realm. The public world
of consultation and policy-making, teaching in the
forum of ordinations, consccrations, synods and
theological colleges continues to belong almost en-
tirely to men.

And it should not be forgotten that women are
not always visible. When the new Bishop of Bendigo
was consecrated recently in St Paul’s Cathedral, Mel-
bourne, there was only one woman among the thirty-
four bishops, lawyers, clergy and officials in the formal
photograph.

Women in the episcopate is on the agenda in the
national Anglican Church and in the Diocese of
Meclbourne. That debate will reveal a great deal about
the extent and perceived nature of women’s authority.

Ordination is certainly not sutficient to give
women access to the positions and salaries clergymen
expect. The injustice and inequity of ordainced wom-
en’s working conditions demonstrate that very clear-
ly. The majority of ordained women arc
non-stipendiary—unpaid—though they may receive
some car and telephone expenses. This cconomic
exploitation is in spite of theological qualifications
and cxtensive professional experiences readily trans-
ferable to parish and other ministries.

A few say their unpaid status suits their finan-
cial circumstance, but others wish it were otherwise,
and some desperately so. Many ordained women tell
of the financial generosity of their husbands. Some
have jobs outside the church in addition to their parish
resp son & Ty, € lays Twe
nights; they also have equal or primary care tor ther
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Coming clean

r=|

.= HE CLERGY HAVE BEEN IN THE NEWS a lot lately, with
official apologics from church leaders for the crimes
committed by priests and religious. Then there was
the 1995 English film Priest. While the movie stirred
some controversy in the US among conscrvative
Catholics, here it seems to have escaped a great deal
of criticism. While it was hardly complimentary to
either the hierarchy or the clergy, it at least placed its
priestly protagonists in unromantic and real situations
and showed them engaged in aspects of genuine min-
istry. It was hardly Bing Crosby and Going My Way.

Actually, Priest helped me clarify why the books
of AW. Richard Sipe (A Secret World. Sexuality and
the Search for Celibacy, New York: Brunner/Mazcl,
1990 and Sex, Priests and Power. Anatomy of a Crisis,
London: Cassell, 1995) had really annoyed me. Sipe
shows in both books that
there is a widespread disre-
gard of obligatory celibacy
throughout the contemporary
church. He claims that, at
most, only about 40 per cent
of clergy in the US are living
celibate lives. The same is
probably true of Australia. It
is the scereey that Sipe em-
phasisces particularly: “Expo-
sure has begun to reveal how
scerecy and powcer operate
across the board within the
celibate/sexual system’ {Sex,
Priests and Power). Because
of the intimate nexus be-
tween scerecy and power,
Sipe argues that once seerecy
is broken clerical power will
be challenged.

Priest helped me sort out my ambivalence about
Sipe’s work. Much that he says is true, especially the
conncction between celibacy, clericalism and power,
and the way in which this is all maintained by sccrecy
and compromise. Perhaps imy ambivalence is because
[ am a priest and cannot face the hard truth about
mysclt and the clerical system. Bat my life is not de-
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fined exclusively in terms of sexuality and, like eve-
ryone clse, I would not want to be judged by my worst
behaviour. In those circumstances who of us would
‘scape whipping’?

But I do feel that Sipe’s exclusive focus on sexu-
ality ends up distorting an even more complex issue.
Nowhere does he mention the massive process of
change and adjustment that priests have had to face
over the last thirty years. In fact, the pricsts of the
last three decades have had to face more complex sit-
nations, both institutionally and ministerially, than
probably any other gencration of clergy before them.
Not the least of the issues that they have had to con-
front is voluntary discmpowerment as they hand over
more of their former role to the laity.

None of this historical context is to be found in
Sipe. His focus is on the secret world of clerical sexu-
ality. He is not the only once to write about this. Re-
cently, there has been a spate of books, some serious,
some merely ‘kiss and tell’ narratives, about relation-
ships between priests and women.

Having said this, there is nonetheless a sensc in
which Sipe is right. There is a connection between
secret sexuality and power, even though most priests
do not experience themselves as powerful. In fact,
many of them feel powerless and frustrated, caught
as they often are between the expectations of the laity
and the immobility of the established church.

However, it is clear that some priests have seri-
ously abused their position of influence and trust. Tt
is becoming almost commonplace now to open the
newspaper to rcad of another pricst found guilty in
the courts of criminal sexual mishehaviour. What is
happening in Australia can be scen across the world.
The accusations reach to the top of the hicrarchy and
include an Austrian cardinal and an Irish bishop, but
it 1s larg 7 in common law countrics, such as the
US, UK, Irclund, Canada and Australia, where culprits
are being brought to book.

The widespread naturce of this scandal indicates
that its causces are pervasive and deeply embedded in
the institutional church. Its repercussions affect not
just bishops and religious superiors, but the whole
Catholic community. The blame for this cannot be



shifted to the media, or to anyone outside the church.
It is a problem embedded at the core of its institu-
tional and clerical structure.

Many priests justifiably fecl that they are the ‘fall
guys’ who have to bear the understandable but often
undiffcrentiated anger of laity, not only over sexual
issues, but also over the way in which rencwal of the
church has stalled. As the most accessible Catholic
authority figures, pricsts feel that their good names,
personal relationships and ministries are unfairly on
the line.

Certainly, many of the present bishops and
church leaders are not responsible for what went on
i the past and a number of them have tried very hard
to respond honestly and adequately to a situation that
has not becn experienced before in the church. But
most of them seem paralysed and the public scandal
is greeted with silence, no doubt on good legal advice.
There is clcarly a real conflict for church leadership
between this legal advice and the obligation of pasto-
ral honesty. These two demands clearly need to be
weighed up carefully.

But genuine pastoral leadership demands that
cventually the tcruth will have to be told. Any experi-
enced journalist will always tell you ‘Tell the truth,
and then you'll never get caught’. It reminds us of
Jesus words ‘the truth will make you free’.

The danger is that the church’s leadership is
actually divorced from a realistic comprehension of
the perception the wider community has of the
church, and specifically of the clergy, that comes as a
result of these scandals. Most people outside the
church are genuinely shocked. In the media the repu-
tation of the Catholic Church is being subsumed to
the problem of sexual abuse. Clerical abuse of chil-
dren is not just a post-Vatican II phenomenon. It
obviously reaches back for centurics. People are
asking: what has been going on among pricsts all these

years? This is compounded by the wide-
spread non-observance of celibacy.

N MY VIEW THE TIME HAS COME for us to stop kidding
oursclves about the so-called ‘witness value’ of cleri-
cal celibacy and the priestly life-style. At best, it is
perecived by the wider community as a witness to
nothing; at worst, it is secn as a symptom of sexual
dystunction. Married clergy and the ordination of
women might not be the solution to every problem,
but an honest and public appraisal of these issucs
would at least move the discussion on from the
present impasse.

The real problem lies not so much with the local
bishops and church leaders, who are struggling to deal
with these issues. The real problem is the attitude of
Rome. For example: in Ircland over the past few
months the Alice in Wonderland attitude to celibacy
on the part of the Vatican has been publicly mani-
fested. Ireland has been shocked by a series of clerical
scandals of which the Bishop Eamon Cascy case was

only the first. Last year the Prime Minister of Ireland
was forced to resign over the attempted coverup of
the extradition to Northern Ircland of Brendan
Smythe, a priest found guilty of abusing children. At
present, public discussion in the Irish media is dom-
inated by clerical scandals.

As a result, Bishop Brendan Comiskey of Ferns
and at least four other bishops have modestly sug-
gested that obligatory celibacy is an issue that needs
to be openly discussed for the good of the church. For
their pains these bishops were quickly assured that
this issuc was ‘beyond discussion’. Comiskey was
summoncd to Rome and carpeted, and also publicly
chastised by the Irish Primate, Cardinal Cahal Daly.
The bishops probably would have got into less trou-
ble if they had openly questioned the existence of God!

Bishop Comiskey has had the courage to stick
by his guns. In Australia, also, a couple of the bishops
have spoken honestly about the problem. Bishop Brian
Heenan of Rockhampton, for instance, has said that
priests ‘would really want the option of celibacy to
be offered, because they have seen some of their very
best brother priests ... go off into marriage. Most
would say we want thesce pricsts to come back’ {The
Tablet, 15 Tuly 19951, Bishop Patrick Power, Auxiliary
of Canberra-Goulburn, was courageous enough to
discuss celibacy on Sixtv Minutes.

At times 1 fecl sorry for the bishops, caught as
they are between the apocalyptic agenda of the pope,
and their responsibility to the victims of abuse, the
local church and the community. But some of them
lose my sympathy when, looking behind their backs
to Rome, they publicly “discipline’ a theologian, or
someone who says something not in accordance with
the prevailing Roman line. The church has cosseted
the child molesters for years, but when a creative
person trics to relate belief to culture, which is the
task of theology, the paraphernalia of ccclesiastical
disciplinc talls upon them.

But all of this is a symptom of something decper.
The crisis of obligatory celibacy and clericalism points
beyvond itself, for both are key elements in the insti-
tutional structure of the church. e indicates that at
the heart of the hierarchical and clerical lifestyle there
is a pervasive malaise which is slowly becoming more
obvious. The issue is not onc of individual pricsts,
but of an increasingly dystunctional institution which
scrves neither the needs of those within it, nor the
needs of the ministry.

Abusive priests are actually a symptom of the
discase at the centre of clericalism. One is reminded
of Hamlet where the imagery of discase and rotten-
ness points beyond itself to the sceret corruption at
the core of the state. To understand how this is a
symptom of somecthing deeper in the hicrarchical
structure, we need to examine clericalism in the light
of recent rescarch into dystunctional and addictive
familics. This can help us understand what is hap-
pening to the church.,
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The present-day clerical structure of the Catho-
lic church can be compared to a problematic and dys-
functional family. In this comparison the addictive
father scts up a pattern of control and abuse. In order
to survive, the rest of the family collude in this and
try to appcase and placate him by turmning inward to
protect the family’s reputation. The dominant abuser
determines everything that the family will do and
think; loyalty to him becomes the test of family mem-
bership. In this process everyone becomes co-depend-
ent in the addiction and thus the system continues.

The only way to break this pattern is for someone
in the family to have the courage to recognise what is
happening, name the reality and break out. This can
give courage to others to follow the same path. But it
can release terrible anger, all types of accusations,

expulsion from the family and attempts at
revenge—not an casy path to take.

HERE 1S, OF COURSE, NO exact comparison between
clericalism and the dysfunctional family, but there
arc suggestive parallels and connections. In order to
tease these out I want to begin with something
apparently unconnected—the ecclesiastical priorities
that have emerged during the Wojtyla papacy.

Popc John Paul s the most powerful pope in
church history, largely because of modern communi-
ca Hmns and his demonstrated personal ability to
project his power and priorities throughout the
church. Over the last few years, as Edward Schille-
heeckx pointed out recently, the Pope has increasingly
identified his personal theological agenda with the
established teaching of the church.

In this context it is significant that he has con-
sistently highlighted the importance of the sexual and
reproductive issues linked to Humanae vitae and con-
traception. He clearly sees Humanuae vitae as infalli-
ble. But in the process of emphasising this he has
scemingly distorted the traditional theological prior-
ity given by the church to questions about God, the
divinity and humanity of Christ, the role of the Holy
Spirit and the living of a faith commitment.

Also, his apparent conflation of the ordinary and
the infallible magisterium, clearly distinguished at
Vatican Council T {1869-1870), is very worrying. He
has made issues like loyalty to Humanae vitae and
support of obligatory celibacy litmus tests of genuine
Catholicism. This is a call to close ranks and ‘pro-
teet’ clericalism. Women are totally excluded from
the process.

The Pope’s patronage of the so-called ‘new reli-
gious movements' (Opus Dei, Focolare and the
Nco-Catechuminate), his secemingly apocalyptic
vision of the coming millennium and his patronage
of the Fatima apparitions indicate an apparent lack of
connection with the mainstream of the Catholic
tradition ot theology and ministry. The Brazilian theo-
logian, Jose Comblin, has perceptively pointed out
that John Paul is not trying to restore the pre-Vatican
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11 church, but that his views have distinct overtones
of nincteenth century traditionalism and the extreme
ultramontanism of writers like Joseph de Maistre.

What is the connection between the papal agen-
da, the increasing dysfunctionality of institutional
Catholicism and problematic families? Firstly, it is
clear that the Pope is willing to force his personal
agenda on the church, to make it normative for all
loyal Catholics. Any dissenters, especially those who
are perceived as having an important role in the
church, are expelled and, at times, destroyed. An ex-
amplc of this is the scandalous treatment of the French
Dominican, Jacques Pohier, but there are many
better-known theologians, such as Charles Curran,
who have been driven out of the Catholic system, or
forced to teach in secular and Protestant universitics.
Bishops arc not cxempt from this vindictivencess, as
Archbishop Raymond Hunthausen of Scattle and,
more rece  ly, the French Bishop Jacques Gaillot have
discovered.

This threat of expulsion and punishment goes
right through the systen. Local hicrarchics and supe-
riors of religious orders are expected to toe the line
and ‘deal’” with critics and dissenters. They might
resist for some time, but they normally give in ‘for
the greater good’ of the family. What is really encour-
aged is external conformity. It does not matter what
you think crsonally, or say in private. As long as you
never conrront problems publicly.

But there is a highly critical underground. Any-
one who knows priests knows what they say to cach
other about the Pope, their superiors and the system
in which they work. Most of them feel powerless to
change anything. But no matter what they say in
private, they are rarely willing to speak out when giv-
en the o) ortunity. The malaise has pervaded the
whole clerical system. And becausce it is pervasive, it
is hardly cver noticed.

Abusive families reflect this type of a dystunc-
tional system. Abuse of children is not about sexual-
ity, but about power. It is the way usced by an
inadequate person to assert power over a physically
weaker person. The behaviour of the priest abuscers
points straight to the abusiveness inherent in che sys-
tem. Richard Sipe argues that control of sexuality has
historically been used by the church as a form of power
over people, especiatly women.

This  not to say that most pricsts are motivat-
ed by a lust for power. In fact, the contrary is truc.
Even the 1ost healthy priests feel powerless in the
facc of the hicrarchical institution that cmploys them.
They feel they cannot change the system and are
forced to make constant compromises to remain with-
in it and to continue the ministry to which they have
given their lives. A considerable number feel trapped
in the only lifestyle that they know. Some think them-
selves unqualified for anything clsc.

Is there a way out? Yes, there is, but it is going to
take a lot of courage on the part of the laypeople,



pricsts and bishops who make the first moves. To step
outside and to leave an abusive situation and to name
it requires a clarity of mind, a stubborn determina-
tion as well as considerable tolerance, charity and
understanding. Many priests who have left the cleri-
cal ministry and married have already done this. They
now cxert | ssure from the perspective of the wider
church.

But this confrontation is also going to have to be
carried out from within the institution. The Chicago
pricst, John Lynch, is quoted by Tim Unsworth in his
The Last Priests of America giving an example of what
[ mean:

In 1990 some African, Asian and Canadian bishops
at the Synod [in Rome| on the priesthood asked the
Vatican to do away with mandatory celibacy for the
sake of the church. They went hat in hand, respect-
fully, and were told in advance that the topic could
not be discussed. My scenario is that they will soon
go back and they’ll leave their hats at home. They’ll
still be refused, of course. But they'll come back and
ask again. Then a year will come, soon, when they
won't come back at all. They’ll simply change the
rules for the sake of the church ... They will decide to
be loyal to Jesus even though it means losing their
heads.

My comment would be that they probably won’t
‘lose their heads'.

They will find that the hicrarchical church is
really a paper tiger. I find this all rather ironic because
[ knew a French missionary bishop in the Pacific who
talked openly in the mid-1970s about ordaining the
married catechists upon whom the church in his coun-
try was built and depended. He proposed ordaining
them just before he retired! Sadly, out of respect to
his successor, nothing came of it.

The challenge that faces us today is the redis-
covery of the real nature of priestly and ministerial
leadership in the Catholic church. In the process of
doing this we will have to jettison destructive and
dysfunctional clericalism and re-discover the reality
that celibacy is a charism, a gift, given to a few. Its

connection with ordination must be
decisively broken.

b ALSO NEED TO REMEMBER that this present papacy
will not last for ever. Particular papal agendas tend to
be buried with the popes who invented them. At the
same time we forget that such a large and traditional
institution as the Catholic church is not changed in a
decade, or even in a lifetime. But when the decisive
move away trom the old model comes, it will proba-
bly comce suddenly and swiftly. But that will only
happen if those of us upon whom the responsibility
for the change rests are faithful to the process of hand-
ing on the tradition that we have received.

Information is a key clement in the process. The
great advantage that we have today is a democratic

tradition and a free media. No wonder Pope Gregory
XVIin the encyclical Mirari vos (1832) attacked ‘that
deleterious liberty, which can never be execrated and
detested sufficiently, of printing and publishing writ-
ings of every kind".

Fortunatcly, we live in a different kind of society
where a free media is a protective shiceld against the
arbitrary use of power, both political and ecclesiasti-
cal, and is a potent instrument in flushing out cvil
and illegal activitics.

Alrcady many laypeople, priests and bishops have
freed themselves from chronic dependence on narcis-
sistic clericalism. At the level of the ordinary church
the pecople upon whom the real renewal will be built
have already formed a new attitude to their faith. The
answer is not to leave
the church, but to hang
on in order to move it in
a dircction that is genu-
inely and characteristi-
cally Christian.

But we should not
fool ourselves that this
will be easy. T agree with
the diagnosis of the
future  outlined by
Morris West in his 1994
Veech Lecture of (Eure-
ka Street, August 1994,
He says that ‘under the
present pontificate
the schism of indiffer-
ence will spread’.

On the one hand
rigorist groups will cmerge that are ‘louder and more
emphatic in their professions of allegiance to the an-
cient ways of the church by which it seems that many
understand only what happened after the Council of
Trent’. On the other hand we will see the growth of
charismatic prayer groups.

But the deep hurt and division within the church
will remain within the post-Vatican I gencration, who
will see the fading of the hopes they had invested in
the updating and renewal of the church. They will
continue their tillage... but some of the heart will have
gone from them ... Mcantime by the mere fact of
shortage of vocations the faithful will be distanced
still further from the ministry of the word and of the
sacrament.

West’s picture is not optimistic, but it is realis-
tic. However, it must always be contextualised by the
hope that is at the core of our faith. And this hope
will only be realised if Catholics are loyal to the trurh
that will ecventually set us free.

Paul Collins MSC is a priest, writer and broadcaster
and the author of God's Earth. Relicion as if Matter
Reallv Mattered (1995).
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-» _ HEN I RETURNID TO BRISBANE IN 1971 AFTLR SLVIN YEARS' WRITING OVERSEAS, nothing much had

changed. Stagnant cows stood in the paddocks next to the acrodrome; concrete air-raid shelters
and horse troughs marked ‘the shops’. The neo-classical City Hall stood out against a green trop-
ical horizon, a pure blue sky, and anything Red was yet an enemy.

This was before ¢lothes came with words on them. Before community organisations devel-
oped a desperate need for a logo, a sponsor, a slogan ... and a government building.

A timic when Australia was, like the past, someplace else.

We still believed China was run by a group of po- litical refugees inhabiting an island.
That we ourselves were residing far from Europe, and cast of Britain in ‘The Far
East’. In 1971, Australia hadn’t
even absorbed what the rest
of the world had known for

thrce years: that the
Victnam War was long
and lost, and long lost.
In this time before
native gardens, Qantas hadn't
yet recog  sed the State of its birth:
so the only way home from overscas was
by overflying Quecensland for Sydney or
Melbourne. Like going to London via Iceland.

N ARRIVAL IN SYDNEY, to my surprise ncwspa-
pers still called Vietnam ‘the Winnable War’. But that
was my sccond surprise.  1e first was when two Cus-
toms men in shorts and long white socks looked me
up and down:

‘Any porno?’

‘Well you really picked me, didn’t you?’ I said,
‘Not Anv exira alcohol! Not Any gold! Not Any
plants? Or Any pork sausages?’

I knew that lots of things were banned in Australia: like roulette wheels, and that roulette
wheel of life, homoscxuality. Plus fortune-telling. And hundreds of books like Lady Chatierley’s
Lover and Lolita and Kama Sutra and Nuaked Lunch. You could casily tell the books banned at
home: they were all the ones you could buy in Paris.

The book I was carrying was The Human Species by an Oxford University professor of biol-
ogy. I bought it after reading The Naked Ape. The Customs men took 1y book and, after a carcful
scarch, found a photo of a nude woman. [ quickly read out the professor’s scientific explanation
for the photo on the opposite page.

‘Say, that’s pretey heavy stuff,” said a Customs whe ' 7 d it back.
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It was going to get worse in Queensland. The Force was still with us. Queensland Police had
not changed their title to Police Service. They were still rigorously enforcing laws against crimi-
nals who defamed Princes, let African women dancers perform topless, read tea leaves, collected
Playboy magazine. It was, in short, the sort of place back then where you didn’t really oughta step
out of line.

Unless you were a uni student. In 1971 not everyone went to university, so there was just
one: the University of Queensland. And only the well-off or the brilliant went fulltime. T had
spent five years trying to finish a degree at night in the early 1960’s when male students wore
shoes, trousers, and a white shirt and tie. But when I returned just seven years later, U of Q
students wore thongs or sandals, had long hair, and dressed like hippies. While we had learned
our lecture notes off by heart in order to pass, they dared to march through the streets against the
democratically-elected minority-ruled oxymoronic state government.

These thoughts wafted like cigarette smoke through my mind in January as I paid $5 to park
at Brishane’s latest concrete air raid shelter: the South Bank Cultural Centre. Strange that the
Museum and the Art Gallery should be built on the debris and the clan memories of the Cremorne

Theatre and the Blue Moor Roller Skating Rink—Dboth vividly important in my 1950s’

childhood.
I HAT’S WHAT [ WAS SUPPOSED TO BE HERE FOR. To remember Brisbane. To sce the Queensland Art
Gallery’s exhibition titled: A Time Remembered: Art in Brisbane 1950 to 1975.

Inside the magnificent watery Gallery interior, a sign listed, of course, the sponsors: a Queens-
land bank, a Canadian-owned Australian TV network, and a radio station that throughout the
period in question was Brishane-owned. By the Labor Party. But alas, local no longer.

The Exhibition brochure was annoying. The usual myth about the ‘political conscrvatism’ of
Brisbane compared with other Australian cities. Brisbane
votes have always counted less, but, in fact, the city
has a long history of voting ALP. And the brochures’s
reference to the circle of artists in Brisbane being
‘more insular’: much more likely that they were
marginalised and ignored. Sydney is so parochial.

Is it true that the guards at the tick gates at
Tweced Heads confiscated paintings from Quecns-
land cars as well as fruit?

Ididn’t really get a sense of Brisbane remem-
bered from the paintings on display. John Righy's
Queens Street 1959 could have been Hong Kong
1964. Andrew Sibley’s City of Brisbane 1961 to
me could have been from the Mediterrancan:
despite the domed copper roof of the City Hall. His
At the Show was very evocative of the Ekka, but
only if you knew what ‘the Show’” was. Gordon Shep-
herdson’s few brushstrokes brilliantly capturing a nude
woman (1972} could, of course, have come from else-
where.

Portraits by Betty Churcher and Sam Fullbrook, and
colourful abstracts by Roy Churcher, could have been from anywhere. For me, what made them
especially Brisbane was that, during this time remembered, I once had afternoon tea with the
Churchers at their home in Indooroopilly. Plus dinner one night with Sam Fullbrook sans bow tic
at Auchenflowcr. Fullbrook’s Norman Behan 1966 was so outstanding I went to another part of
the Gallery to see his connection with Matthew Flinders: his positive purple portrait of Ernestine
Hill.

Maybe this is what gives art its sense of place: the comforting knowledge that great art is not
just done someplace else. But can be, and is, done by the bloody people down the road.

Hugh Lunn’s most recent book is The Over the Top with Jint Album.
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the sensory and sense. This has always been Heancey'’s
primary country: in or out of bogland, in or out of
ancient occasions or modern encounters, he has heen
at the interscction of flesh and spirit. Objects hefted
in his poems become the weightier for the handling,
but the lighter for the comprehension. It is entirely
in character that, within the first couple of lines of
‘The Pitchfork’, that tool should have the stockiness
of an ‘implement’ and be  le to point to ‘an imagined
perfection’. Tt is a kind of yardstick between
the gripped and the comprehended.

LOSELY CONNECTED WITH THIs is the sort of thing
forwarded all through the third stanza—an interplay
between nature’s givens and human intervention. The
steel neither made nor riveted itself, the timber had
to be turned: and even though nature and artifice meet
where the wood is ‘sweat-cured’, the very existence
of the pitchfork is something tensional, recognised
in ‘The springiness, the clip and dart of it.” In every-
thing he writes, whether in verse or in prose, Heancy
has an cye to this tension. this blend. It is there when
he speaks of speaking its , ar of speech’s record: the
human organism, voicing itself, is also voicing an in-
tent, an intervention upon the natural and the social
world. And it is there when (for instance) he writes of
‘A Basket of Chestnuts’ or of ‘Wheels Within Wheels’,
where attention’s rhythm moves between the world’s
givens and the mind’s gifts.

Beyond scrutiny and analysis, there is relish. ‘The
Pitchfork’ might, for a number of rcasons, remind the
reader of that important influence on Heaney’s work,
Hopkins, and not lcast Hopkins the savourer and cel-
chrant. For the Irish poet, such policies and practices
arc at the heart of his venture: the poetry, like many
of the things it encompasses, is prized for its own
sweet sake. When he writes, ‘So whether he played
the warrior or the athlete/ Or worked in earnest in
the chaff and sweat,” the play and the work have equal
significance. This is in fact a major theme of the po-
ctry as of the prose—the interplay between what Yeats
called ‘life’s own sclf-delight” and what he called ‘the
spiritual intellect’s great work.” Heaney's The Redress
of Poetry resumes the question more frequently than
any other, and in doing so pursues an enquiry which
has engaged him tor the whole of his writing life.

A last introductory point to be made about
Heaney’s work is touched by that word ‘probes.” He
is greatly given to the business of taking soundings,
reaching into the untested, trying to get reverberations
from another side. The context may be domestic, as
in poems about water-  vining or kite-tlying: or
political, as in handlings of Unionist or Republican,
Ircland and England: or psychological, or mcta-
physical; but the demeanour is ordinarily one of high-
keyed attentiveness, in hopes that something will
break through to him, or he to tt. In fact, the question
of what ‘probes that reached the farthest” might be,
and how be attained, or recovered, is a staple of the
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poetry and, at least implicitly, of the prose. Just how
the perfect probing is to be had ‘Not in the aiming
but the opening hand’ is perhaps the question that
engages Heaney most of all.

Thesc sketchy outlines of poems and pocts may
help the understanding of things most at issuc in their
prose books. They are both highly skilled expounders,
Hcaney in such works as Preoccupations and The
Government of the Tongue, and Hecht in Obblicati
and in his large boolk on Auden’s poctry, The Hidden
Law. What they now offer are their modellings of
poctry in its own right, and in relation cither to other
arts or to life at large. Hecht’s is the more overtly
systematic: it is the text of his Mellon Lectures in
the Fine Arts, six picces cach of which tautens
attention between different poles—Poctry and
Painting’, ‘Paradisc and Wilderness’, ‘Public and
Private a , and so on. Heancy’s book offers ten of
the fifteen lectures which he gave while Professor of
Poctry at Oxford, and it, on a mere glance at the list
of contents, also promises challenges: “... Extending
the Alphabet’, ‘Orpheus in Ircland’, ‘A Torchlight
Procession of One’—things, surely, will be astir here.

And so they are, in both cases. I have referred to
such features of Heeht's poetry as its subtle formality,
its packed character, its stake in light’s presence, its
raising and testing of expectations. But nonc of that
would have led one to expect his first general epigraph
to the book, a quotation from Our Mutual Friend, in
which Mr Wegg says, ‘when a person comes to grind
oft oetry night after night, it is but right he should
expect to be paid for its weakening effect on his mind.’
This is more than whimsy; it is a token of the esprit
which informs Hecht’s formidably-titled book. That
spiritedness can show itself as edge—as when, for ¢x-
ample, praising a poem called “The Rebirth of Venus?,
by Mary Jo Salter, Hecht says, ‘Therc is so much to
admire about this poem that it only adds to the joy to
think how much Plato would have hated it’, or as
when, in the chapter called “Art and Morality’, he
obscrves that:

Hazlitt wrote of the comedies of Sir Richard Stecle
{remembered in our time only as the author of polite
essays| that they ‘were the first that were written ex-
pressly with a view not to imitate the manners but to
reform the morals of the age.” The consequence of this
laudable missionary zeal is that nobody reads Stecele’s
comedics, and any modern director who proposed to
stage one would be suspected of Tunacy.

But Hecht has never had Mephistopheles for
sponsor, and the ‘Spirit that denies’ could no more
have prc¢  pted this prose than he could have dealt
out the poems. The ‘imaginative morale’ mentioned
carlier has its best cxpression in poetry, but it is there
to be seen, too, in Hecht’s expounded insistence on
drama and dialcctic. When he says, after
Schopenhauer, on the second page of his first chap-



ter, that ‘The arts almost invariably express
or embody conflicting impulses, not simply
in their meanings but in their very natures’,
he is establishing a leitmotif for his book, but
one which aspires to a subtler intellectual
coherence rather than merely rejecting a
coarser one. When, in his chapter on ‘Poetry
and Music’, he quotes Robert Frost as saying
of ‘the figure a poem makes’ that ‘It has
dénouement’, he catches up in Frost’s three
words his own strong sense that pluriform ex-
perience need not issue in chaos—and is, in
fact, forbidden this by any poet who knows
the business.

Long-time beneficiaries of Hecht’s poetry
will recognise in this book many longstanding
enthusiasms—not only for the grander human
accomplishments and momentous institu-
tions, but also for passing flourish, for the
mind’s flash and the heart’s. It is entirely
characteristic that ‘A Cast of Light’ should
be located ‘at a Father’s Day picnic’, with its
combination of the festive, the poignant, and
the transitory; all of us are consigned to live
in time as our element, but it takes a Hecht
to make it his métier. Again and again I have
been struck by the ways in which, in his
poctry, he alternates between plucking
something from time’s fire and re-inserting
something in that fire for further tempering.
It happens in ‘A Cast of Light’—the title itself
says so—but it also happens in the prose of
this book. He says, for example, that:

The intimacy of the linkage between archi-
tecture, number or proportion, and music was
expressed in the Greck myth in which Am-
phion, by his skill in playing the harp, was able
to summon the stones of the walls of Thebes to
assume their proper places,

which accounts for the title of an carly book
of poetry, A Summoning of Stones, but also
weds stability and mobility, founding and
dance.

And it may be this above all that many
readers will take from On the Laws of the
Poctic Art—not the learning, so thoroughly
appropriated, not the tempered passion, not
the unillusioned relish, but the example of
winged intelligence, often stricken, still fly-
ing. The last words of Hecht’s last chapter,
quoted from Ycats, refer to “The beating down
of the wise/ And great Art beaten down.” To
be prepared to address that recurring devel-
opment has always been the pons asinorum
of the poct: Hecht makes it across, and on a
grander beast than any ass.

continued pd2

The Western Canoe

We are all in it together, paddling downstream
as in that clip from Sanders of the River,
but with no-one around to shout ‘Come on Balliol’

Undoubtedly, here’s history in the Steiner sense,
so late into creativity that commentary
gets the prizes, the sexy must of lecturing.

And Bloom’s great gun booms heartily
making up for all those snubs, and if he seems
a kosher butcher, at least he's not the Theory Fairy.

In truth, this is a well-equipped canoe,
brother to the Gulf War one, and in attrition
weakens Gibbon, the crew is laser-limning history.

Films are shown on board: Sophocles’ National Service,
Pico and Vico at the Deux Magots,
Alkan the Alien—but what'’s so terribly difficult

is starting up afresh. How did they do it, Emily
and friends, out there in the sticks, knowing that a gang
of snobs and clerics had turned the signposts round.

Bliss in that dawn! And if our dawns are chemical
some things never change: a Suburban Sports Reporter
enjoys the engine capacity of a Dickens.

As the canoe beats the rapids to enter the vast
waters of the Eco Pool, drums are calling
for a TV war replete with ice and orphans.

Dangers of shoals and drifting debris, reading habits
of electronic shoppers—and for the academically-inclined
dropping buoys off in The Swamp of Likenesses.

It reminds us of Maurice Bowra cruising the Aegean—
Daphnis and Chloe Country for the educated—
and what are our lives but a narrative of metaphor?

Approaching us, a war canoe half Lady Murasaki,
half state-of-the-art modem, and in a dream
the ‘Waratah’ still on her maiden voyage.

Hot in headphones, brushing off the monkeys,
Mr. Kurtz hears what the King of Brobdingnag

told Gulliver. He'll reappear upriver.

Peter Porter
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As for things ‘astir’ in Heaney’s book, consider a
claim of George Santayana’s: ‘There are books in
w!l h the footnotes, or the comments scrawled by
some reader’s hand in the margin, are more interest-
ing than the text. The world is one of these books.’
Part of Heaney must want to take issue with this, the
part that probes and embraces, the auditor of distant
signals and vector of intimate communings. But
an her part, surnamed Orpheus, must make conces-
sions: Heaney the intervener, the recipient of sum-
monings, the triggered. Early in The Redress of Poetry,
he plays the ‘professor’ ir 1e strongest of senses, and
writes:

I want to profess the surprise of poetry as well as its
reliability; I want to celebrate its given, unforeseeable
thereness, the way it enters our field of vision and

limates our physical and intelligent being in much
the same way as those bird-shapes stencilled on the
transparent surfaces of glass walls or windows must
suddenly enter the vision and change the direction of
the real birds’ flight 1 a flash the shapes register and
transmit their unmistakable presence, so the birds
veer off instinctively. An image of the living creaturcs
has induced a totally salubrious swerve in the crea-
tures themselves.

Now this really is dramatic: forms of alertness
are seized, wielded, found consequential, prized,
assayed: it is as if the phvsical pitchfork of Heaney’s
poem has become an ins 1ment of the imagination,
‘sharpened, balanced, te d, fitted’, to catch things
from the spill of experiences flung towards it. Or, to
skew the metaphor in a way familiar to Heaney, the
device that culls multiplicity becomes the device that

inscribes it: fork, spear, sword, coulter,

becomes pen.

IN My oriNioN, which I would not want to father upon
Heaney, it is just this practice of poetry which makes
it seem to some demonic—this insistence upon
dispersal and concentration, both, at once, again and
ag n. I think that poetry is the drastic art, whose
insignia lie sometimes in metaphor and sometimes
in other devices or measures, but whose métier is the
unappeasable. Considerable poetry both signals and
precipitates considerable psychic shifts, and any Plato
who desires an unperturbed commonwealth would be
wise to preclude it. This is the order of attention which
Heaney, like Hecht, brings to bear upon it: this is the
‘shock of the new’ which they look for in poetry of
distinction, whatever its birth-certificate may say.
Heaney, citing Keats’s notion that poetry surprises
by a fine excess, says that Keats:

did not mean just a sensuous overabundance of
description. What he also had in mind was a general
gift for outstripping 5 cctation, an
inventiveness that cannot settle tor the conventional
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notion that enough is cnough, but always wants to
extend the alphabet of emotional and technical
expression.

Some readers of Heaney’s book, having relished
vividness of detail or felicity of notion in his poems,
may be haooy to pass on such matters, and may look
for exem) ‘ication, small being beautiful. They will
not be disappointed in The Redress of Poetry, where
a phrase or a phoneme can be brought to deliver the
goods. At the same time, and as befits the describer
of ‘a javelin, accurate and light’, Heaney closes in on
that leas: retentious of poets, J. n Clare, saying:

I am reminded of a remark made once by an Irish
diplomat with regard to the wording of a certain
document. ‘This,’ he said, ‘is a minor point of major
importance.’ In a similar way, the successful outcome
of any work of art depends »n the seeming
effortlessness and surefingeredness with which such
minor points are both established and despatched.

The traditional way of talking about a minor
point of major importance is to say that it is cardinal—
that the  lking door swings on the small, precisely-
fixed hinge. There is a real sense in which the whole
of Heaney’s thought and art, like that of his looming,
outgrown anticipator Yeats, works in virtue of just
such hinges. It is the combination of precision of
placement and liberty of swing that makes both for
insight and elation in the gratified reader.

Heaney has been at the game too long, and in too
dismaying a social and political milieu, to suppose
that there is any magic to be had in its practice, or to
issue from its display. In the last pages of his book,
dated 23 November 1993, and therefore with much
violence in mind across the Irish Sea, he says both,
‘There is nothing extraordinary about the challenge
to be in two minds’, and (of the series of lectures]:

I wanted to affirm that within our individual selves
we can reconcile two orders of knowledge which we
might call the practical and the poetic; to affirm also
that cach form of knowledge redresses the other and
that the fronticr between them is there for the cross-
ing.

It seems to me significant that two poets, origi-
nating in different circumstances, and blooded imag-
inatively in different wars, should so tenaciously be
intent on coming to terms with what Hecht calls ‘the
contrariety of impulses’—significant, but not surpris-
ing. The dismaying, inescapable truth is that artists
of distinction inscribe themselves in our personal
being, in which, this side of the grave, there is no peace
to be had.

Peter Steele has a Personal Chair at the University of
Melbourne.






As Riemer says,
tolerance for
views we abhor
is a touchstone.
However, the
publishing of

contrary views

and strong

criticisin does not
in itself constitute
intolerance.

It is simply part

of the push
and pull of

free speech.
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life, with thosc of Plato, who be-
licved the arts were suspect, and
should exist, if at all, only to serve
soclety. '

Riemer comes down on the side
of Aristotle. Literaturce is a superior
yet a delicate beast.

Speaking about the more vehe-
ment participants in the debate {Guy
Rundle, Alan Dershowitz, Gerard
Henderson and Louise
Adler), Riemer says ‘Lit-
crary culture is defence-
less against such rigidity.
The literary sensibility is
attuned to ambiguities
and paradoxes, to those
aspects of the human ex-
perience where certain-
tics and convictions fail.’

Ricmerhas trouble un-
derstanding why those
who were not personally
touched by the Holocaust
should have been so dis-
tressed by the book. He
suggests varnous motives,
including (and this is ten-
tatively advanced) the in-
volvement and influence
of Melbourne's allegedly
more sectarian and con-
scrvative Jewish commu-
nity.

He also belicves that
the critics of The Hand
have unfairly made this
‘mere novel” bear the en-
tirc weight of their dis-
like for the spirit of the
times: postmodernism,
moral relativism, and the
lack of respect for tradi-
tion and wisdom. Riemer shares the
suspicion of these trends, but in the
voices of more vehement commen-
tators he sees no way forward. Only
a futile desire to turn back the clock.

Riemer sces the Demidenko
debate as almost entirely negative.
“The atmosphere of suspicion and
mistrust [the debate| has ereated has
done much to pollute cultural lite:
the fug will take a long time to clear.
Hostility between the literary world
and political analysts, commenta-
tors and journalists is more
pronounced than at any time in the
last thirty or forty years.” - says.

One might also remark that it is
the first time for many years that the
litcrary world has been involvedin a
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political debate, ar  that this con-
troversy is the first time in decades
that political commentators, jour-
nalists and littérateurs have engaged
with cach other at all, or paid each
other much attention.

Personally, T sce these as good
things, which is not to say that all
the resulting debate has been sensi-
ble, fair or free of tedious self-right-
cousness. (  course heat as well as
light has been generated. Such is the
nature of strong disagreements about
things that matter.

Is literature in the modern world
really destined to remain in a sort of
privileged ghetto of higher feelings,
where the only discourse is between
people of similarly attuncd
sensibilities? If so, then a novel is
‘mere’ indeed, and T imagine large
numbers of pcople will give up

reading them. Perhaps they
alrcady have.

NYONE WITH A COMMITMENT tO a
liberal, free-thinking society canonly
agree with Riemer when he absolves
the artist of the need to ‘serve socie-
ty’ in the narrow sense, or to prom-
ulgate only those views acceptable
to the dominant group in socicty.

As Ricmer says, tolerance for
views we abhor is a touchstonc.
However, the publishing of contrary
views and strong criticism does not
in itself constitute intolerance. It is
simply part of the push and pull of
free speech.

Ricmer states (correctly) that
Robert Manne, Hend  son,
Dershowitz and so on did not base
their criticisms primarily on aes-
thetic judgments, but on ideological
ones: ‘That they were encouraged to
do so may have been the result of
theirlack of familiarity with litcerary
discourse, heing lawyers, historians
and media commentators whose in-
terests do not usually engage with
literary or cultural matters.’

I found this passage patronising.
Stewing over it kept me awake for
two hours. But just as [ thought Ric-
mer had terminally irritated me, 1
was taken aback by his courage and
independence of thought. His dis-
cussion of the plagiarism allegations
is the first sensible analysis T have
seen.

Several instances of so-called
plagiarism were in fact clumstly

handled anecdotes from historical
sources, which were acknowledged.
Other instances were trivial and
quite possibly accidental. Given that
Helen Darville docs have a record of
plagiarism, it is possible that further
evidence will emerge, but on the
material tohanditis quite proper, as
Ricmer states, that the allegations
concerning The Hand  werce
dismissed.

Ricmeralso bravely and convine-
ingly examines and criticises the
claim that the Holocaust should be
given a special place in the annals of
horror and suffering. At every stage,
he resists the temptation to over-
simplify.

Focusing on the text, Riemerand
the novel’s critics disagree funda-
mentally in their reading. Where
Robert Manne and others have found
a ‘lack of moral landscape’—a cold
and almost pornographic retelling of
horror with no authorial voice to
condemn—Ricemer interprets the
book in the light of sccular, sceptical
20th century literature, in which the
God-like authorial voice is hardly
ever employed, and irony is the only
weapon left to the author to indicate
moral stance.

Within these bounds, he finds
that Darville did indeed indicate
attitude through the overlapping
voices of her characters. He also
points to the occasional and sudden
inscertion of an omniscient authorial
voice.

[ differ from Riemer here. The
‘slippage’ in narrative voice scemed
tome chiefly anindicationota writer
not in control of her material. When
it did indicate authorial attitude, 1
found the implications disturbing.

The book starts oft being narrated
by Fiona Kovalenko, who is
researching her family history. Yet
once the tale moves to Eastern
Europe, we hear voices and gain
knowledge that Fiona could not pos-
sibly have acceess to.

Judit, the doctor who refuses to
treat Ukrainians on the grounds that
she is not a vet, is the most obvious
cxampleof anunsourced ‘voice’. She
15 also the only Jewish character who
has a voice, and she is an example of
the linkingof Jews with the crucllest
face of Communism.

The insertion of Judit’s voice,
together with other examples of







Satan’s s

HE DOINGS OF DEVILS inevitably
makes more interesting reading than
those of gods. For the office of
destroyingorder encourages far more
creativity than does that of merely
maintaining it. Any book which
¢l astoexplain the origin of Satan
therefore promises much, not least
in the number of copies s

Elaine Pagels, a scholar of
Gnosticism in the early church, has
written an admirably clear book
about the figure of Satan. While the
book does not quite deliver the
promise of its title, thatit will define
the origin of Satan, it does treatin an
intercsting way the way in which
Satan and the demonic function in a
range of Jewish and early Christian
texts.

Pagels’ intcrest in Satan reflects
more than intellectual curiosity. It
is sustained by a moral sense which
is revolted by the murderous conse-
quences of treating social groups as
demonic. She is concerned that
Christian tradition has encouraged
this process, particularly in the
development of anti-Semitism.

The focus of herbook is therefore
the social function of demonic
imagery. She argues  at Satan and
the demonic come to assume a
prominent place in religious
language at times when social groups
come into intense political or
religious conflict. Where devils are
claimed to inspire particular groups,
the conflict of which they are part is
written into heaven and becomes
part of acosmic contlict between the
forces of good and evil. Persecution
and war to the death arc the logical
consequences of such untrammelled
conflict.Pagels traces this process
t  ughsignificant Jewish and Chris-
tian texts. Early Jewish texts present
Satan as onc of the God’s ministers,
who nevertheless places obstacles
in the way of human beings. Such
obstacles, of course, can be beneficial
if they protect the good; other
hindrances, like Job’s sickness, are
more ambivalent.
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The Origin of Satan, Elaine Pagels,
Random House, New York, 1995.
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Later, Satan was seen simply as
the adversary, and was identified
with the external powers that threat-
ened the sccurity of Israel. Some
texts, however, identified the
demonic fatefully with factions
within the people—with what Pagels
finely calls the intimate cnemy. This
process appears tohave beenresisted
within the writing which forms the
Old Testament canon, itlaterJew-
ish movements like that of t  Ess-
enesregularly characterise rival Jew-
ish factions in demonic terms.

Pagels argues that the Christian
Gospels, in particular, identify Satan
and the demonic with the enemies
of the community. This was not a
necessary step, for early variants of
the Jesus movement, such as the
wisdom tradition reflected in the
Gospel of Thomas, focus - the
individual human heart.

But when the allegiance to the
community and itsfatearesc  asof
central importance to God's
purposes, competing factions are
readily identified with God's ene-
mics.

Mark’s Gospel, for example,
reflected the struggle that followed
the fall of Jerusalem, when many
followers of Jesus were found among
the Jewish groups struggling for the
conscience and the correct interpre-
tation of Judaism. Mark identified
the Pharisees, the contemporary
enemies of the Christian community
with Satan, so associating the
struggle of his own group with the
cosmic struggle of G against evil.

The later canonical Gospels
display a successively more hostile
attitude to the Jews, whose associa-
tion with demonic forces is also
presented more dramatically. More-
over, Christian tex  place later
conflicts within the Christian com-

eed

munity in the same matrix, depicting
both pagans and heretics as the agents
of Satan. But within Christian tradi-
tion, the demonic inspiration of
enemies is cumulative, so that even
after they cease to threaten the com-
munity, Jews, Romans and heretics
retain their roles in the apocalyptic
drama of God’s struggle with evil.
Pagels concludes that Christian
texts and communities have tended
to treat their opponents as demonic
and as beyond redemiption because
they associate them with malign
opponents in a larger history. While
sherecognises within Christian texts
countervailing strands, such as the
command to love one’s enemies and
to pray for their conversion, she
believes that the tendency to sce
enemies as satanic carries more
weight, and so can be used to
legitimise warfare or

P cxtermination.
AGELS 1S SURELY RIGHT to be

concerned about the encouragement
that persecutors have found in Chris-
tian texts which associate their vic-
tims with the devil. Her claim that
any group which is secen as
demonically inspired is vulnerable
to persecution is also undeniable.
To put the point clearly, it Mat-
thew and John had the opportunity
to revise their Gospels today in full
knowledge of the use which hasbeen
made of them, they would be morally
obliged to amend their texts to
protect Jews from the physical, and
Christians from the moral, effects of
an unintended misrcading of them.
This claim, however, could be
interpreted minimally in the sense
that all authors whose texts become
influential are hostage to their read-
ers. Pagels, however, implies more
than this, arguing that the authors of
Christian texts bear a heavier
responsibility, because they chose
to associate rival groups with the
demonic. They could have done
otherwise, asindeed, ~° y
Christian groups who 1dentitied
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the Jews from the cross, while John
identifies the following of Jesus with
love. In the light of these emphases
those who appeal to warrant from
the Gospels to justify persecution
are guilty of a wilful misreading of
the texts as a whole. Furthermore,
while therhetoric of many later texts
is vituperative, others depict Chris-
tians and Jews in courteous, if tense
debate, despite the depth of the is-
sues which are felt to be at stake.
These qualifications do not make
the hostility to Jews any less deplor-
able or amcliorate its later conse-
quences, but they show that it is
neither as central, critical nor un-
mitigated a phenomenon as Pagels’
narrow focus may seem to imply.
Coincidentally, while reading
The Origin of Satan, I was also stud-
ying the treatment of asylum seek-
crs, and was led to wonder what in
fact is achicved for the victims of
discrimination by unmasking
Christian texts which have
supported discrimination. When we
survey the whole panorama of con-
temporary massacre, torture, impris-
onment and persecution which is
directed against disfavoured groups,
how significant is the wrong inter-

pretation of Christian texts?

From this perspective, xenopho-
bia and factional bitterness appear
characteristic of all societies, and
are supported by a panoply of meta-
phors, of which demonic inspiration
isonly one. Norare these met  hors
necessarily influenced by Ch  tian
texts. The Chinese, forexample, have
referred independently to foreign
devils, while other societies appeal
to purity codes [foreigners smell!}, to
metaphors of health (foreigners are
cancers in the body politic), or more
recently to ecological metaphors {for-
eigners threaten the biosphere}, or
even by moral metaphors {unwanted
strangers arc queue-jumpers).

Moreover, even when we might
reasonably suspect a Europc 1 in-
tluence in contemporary horrors, this
influence often owes more to cur-
rents of thought which vehemently
rejected Christian texts than to those
which cultvated them. Pol Pot’s
practice of government, for example,
was surely influenced by his reading
of the French Revolution. One of the
remote factors in the massacre in
Rwanda, too, may ave be  the
Social Darwinism of the carly colo-
nists. They reputedly preferred Tut-
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sis because they regarded them as
Semitic and so as higher on the evo-
lutionary scale. If therefore the roots
of horrorinourage liec in movements
whichunmasked Christian tasks last
century, these roots are likely to
remain undisturbed by similar un-
masking in our century.

Certainly, [ cannot conceive that
imprisoned asylum seckers in Aus-
tralia will gain much from analyses
of this kind. The roots of their mis-
treatment do not lic in Christian
texts, but in the myths of national
sovereignty, national security and
managerialism. The unmasking of
Christian texts will do no more than
provide a convenient scapegoat
which assigns discredit of distant
persecution, while distractingatten-
tion from evils closer to hand.

On the other hand, if Christian
texts were to become a source of
conventional wisdom about such
matters as the assertion of human
dignity and the costly command of
love, it may be that a few prisoners
would be set free.

Andrew Hamilton SJ teaches at the
United Faculty of Theology in
Melbourne.

Whatever i: takes

HROUGHOUT GRAHAM RICHARDSON'S TWENTY THREE YEARS IN POLITICAL LIFE, from his first days as a young
party organiser in Sussex Street right through to his last days in the cabinet room, he never learnt the finer
points of ethical behaviour. He had always traded in favours, mates and deals. There was little in his world
that was black and white but there was a lot of grey. And it was in the grey arcas, between the blurred lines
of right and wrong, that Graham Richardson had always operated, both personally and professionally.’

/

NYONE WITH AN ULTIMATELY
forgiving, evenslightly amused view,
of the internal machinations and cor-
ruptions of political parties, particu-
larly the Australian Labor Party,
would be well advised to read The
Fixer. It tells you that some of the
it hine men play it hard, some of
them very hard indeed. Some play it
s0 hard in their pursuit of power that
they will use violence, fraud and
break the spirit of almost every law
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The Fixer: the untold story of Graham

Richardson, Marian Wilkinson, William

Heinemann, Melbourne, 1996.
1sBN 0 85561 685 7 rrr $35.00

in the country, or they will use the
services of men who will do it in
their interest. Graham Richardson
worked alongside such people and

— Marian Wilkinson

almost certainly knew more of what
they did than has ever come out.
Marian Wilkinson has crafted a
devastating indictiment of Graham
Richardson, for 23 years onc of the
major fixers in Australian politics. If
she cannot quite fix him with the
hardest deeds done behind the scenes,
she can show him and his faction as
the beneficiaries of the deeds, him as
a close traveller of the doers,  1as
having the most clastic notions of
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gut campaigninginstincts, may have
helped Labor win the odd election,
but the stench of just such power
plays was for most of the period
something which was also stripping
votes from the party. The fascina-
tion of journalists with power plays—
and Richardson’s willingness not
only to be a source but to have his
role dramatised—sometimes made
him seem far more important than
he really was.

Heis quoted assaying‘The Labor
Party was my life. You've got to
understand that. It was the whole of
it. There was no time for any
extension of your existence beyond
its boundaries and so to furtherit, to

RAnve-

get it over the line in an election,
was what you lived for.” What does it
profit ... 7’

Whether, by the end of his career,
the end was worth it for others is
another question. The party, thanks
tobrokers of his ilk, had lost much of
its capacity toinspire people, though,
perversely, that had the effect of
increasing the power of machine men
such as himself. By now, of course,
Richardson is using his reputation
for other ends, and has not seemed
too discomfited by Labor's current
problems.

Jack Waterford is the editor of the
Canberra Times.
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Strange talk

Wish, Peter Goldsworthy, Angus and Robertson,
Sydney, 1995. 1ssn 0207 189100 rrp $17.95

ETER (GOLDSWORTHY WRITES with
disturbing calm. One of his recent
stories, ‘Jesus wants me for a
sunbeam’, tells of an orderly family.
There is a mum and a dad, a boy and
a girl. They live conscientiously,
reading good books to each otherand
turning their backs on any violence
that may confront them on telcvi-
sion. Sadly, the girlisdiagnosed with
leukaemia. Her slow demise is mov-
ing. Then, suddenly, the story gains
what cricketers call an extra yard of
pace. The dad decides to kill himself
along with the girl so that wherever
she is going she will not have to
travel alone. The progression to this
point is so logical, the prose so
effortless, that it is difficult to count
back and find the precise point at
which moral chaos got in under the
brick veneer: did the confusion start
with a suicide pact scen on TV or
with stories of sacrifice heard at
church!?

Goldsworthy’s new book, Wish,
similarly works towards an unto-
ward finding. It does so with such a

poker face that it implicitly dares
the reader to fault one of the more
bizarre endings in recent Australian
fiction. Those familiar with Golds-
worthy’s Honk if you are Jesus will
recognise the kind of brinkmanship
he plays with plausibility. In that
book, Dr Mara Fox becomes involved
in a project of biological archaeology
that makes Jurassic Park look flabby.
She is head-hunted by Queensland’s
Schultz Bible College and works to-
wards the re-creation firstly of the
Tasmanian Tiger and ultimately of
Tesus. Whilst the story takes current
medical research and tips it ever-so-
slightly over the edge of science fan-
tasy, it is also a real-life satire of the
kind of fundamentalism which
woodenly believes that living
creatures are exchangeable parts that
can be moved from one historical
context to another.

Wish, in the same vein, is as
much about language as it is about
the frontiers of biological science. J.]
the story-teller, 1s the child of deaf
parents. He grew up more comforta-
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ble in‘the dance of sign’ than speech:
‘even now I can say things with my
hands that I could never squeeze
into words’. He learnt English from
television, translating movies for his
parents with his hands. As he begins
the story, he is tempted to draw
shapes on the top corner of every
page and let the reader flick them to
create a ‘jerky animation.’ But, ‘Sign
is lifeless the moment it hits the
page... it's no longer even Sign. Sign
moves and breathes, whispers,
shouts, pirouettes, jives.’

].I’s adult life is banal. His
marriage hasfailed and he negotiates
the relationship with his daughter,
Rosie, with difficulty. His personal
life is marked by awkwardness: he is
a large man, lives at home with his
parents and teaches Auslan {one of
the versions of Sign) at an adult
education institute.

Nevertheless, he strikes up a
raport with two of his students, Stella
and Clive, who have ostensibly
joined the class to learn how to
communicate with their daughter
Eliza. Asa guestat Stellaand Clive’s
place he comes to learn that Eliza is,
in fact, a gorilla. When she was in
utero, she had the adrenal glands,
which apparently limit the growth
of the brain, removed. Now they
have adopted her and intend bring-
ing her up as a human. Once she
learns Sign, she becomes capable of
a full range of interactions with
people. She and ].J fall in love.

Goldsworthy’s characterisation
works along clean lines. Nicknames
are often used and tend to reduce
characters toasingle dimension. The
gorilla knows her chubby boyfriend
as ‘Sweet-tooth’, J.J's boss at school
is called ‘Miss-the-Point’. Clive is
exclusively cerebral. Nevertheless,
the book is vibrant because it is
driven by a raft of dilemmas about
human identity. Most novels work
by creating recognition and associa-
tion between the reader and a world
which is, increasingly, not even a
stone’s throw of the imagination
from wherc you happen to be sitting
with the book. This is an exceptional
novel because, ironically, it works
by novelty. It is, in the strict sense
an essay. That is, it's a try on.

Michael McGirr SJ is consulting
editor of Eureka Street.
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their heads in disbelief. But in this case the child led
to the rediscovery of mum and dad. The blues revival
of the ‘60s brought whites to the music as listeners
an performers, mass appeal, and in turn a lack of
clarity about its cultural underpinnings.

Just how to define what the blues represented
after whites got in on the act has troubled more writers
than Davis, but most have made a better tist of it. His
problem scems tobe  at »has not been able to over-
come the myopia of the enthusiast (in his case direct-
ed towards five or six black performers] to regard white
players as anything but fraudulent copies. This re-
sponse usually indicates  at the writer is ‘in denial’.
Not willing to admit that the blues is the musical
equivalent of Latin, Davis claims the recent success
of black guitarist Robert Cray proves the music can
be revived again. Palpably frustrated at the lack of
popularity of the blues amongst black America, Dav-
is blames it on the po  ution of the music by ‘gloomy
white guys’. Those who get closer to the mark con-
cede that with a few notable exceptions, the blues
has ceased to be living folk music. In its place is a
self-sufficient musical genre, played by exponents who
more often than not are faithful to its origins, which
can still make its impact on an audience when per-
formed well, no matter+ o is up there on the stage.

The Story of the Blues is mainly about men, since
they came to dominate the music, however there is
mention of Bessie Smit  and Ma Rainey, popular
singers of the ‘20s, particularly as the latter’s ‘Crazy
Blues’ was the first recording of what was called ‘race
music’ by the record companies {a listen to Bessic
Smith’s ‘Down-He: ¢d Blues’ followed by Janis
Joplin’s “Trouble In Mind’ gives an indication of the
lasting impact these women had). They were around
at a time when blues and jazz were evolving from
vaudeville, medicine and minstrel shows, and the
distinction was less certain. Ownership of Smith and

Rainey is competed for by blues and jazz

historians alike.

SMITH AND RAINEY ARE WELL REPRESENTED in The Pic-
ador Book of Blues and Jazz. This eclectic volume,
put together by Edinburgh jazz critic James Camp-
bell, both confuses and delights. As a reflection on
the nature of black music it is difficult to follow. A
typical example of some of the strange juxtapositions
that pop up in the book is an extract from Michael
Ondaatje’s Coming through Slaughter on the death
of one of the early jazzmen Buddy Bolden, which rubs
shoulders with a piece on the origins of the word ‘jazz’.
Light conjecture on etymology doesn’t complement
the heady prose of Ondaatje. It delights, though, by
having such a broad resource. Expect to be titillated
by it,but confused about irs intentions.

One could be churli  and suggest that the pres-
ence of blues in the title is a token gesture—or a
shrewd bit of »  keting on the part of Picador—as
Jazz dominates the volume (Campbell might defend
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himself by saying that ‘blues’ is an overarching
cultural term often used to describe both strains, but
ask any muso and they’d set you straight quick smart).
The few pieces which do squeeze their way into the
volume appear to have been rushed in at the last
minute to fill up space. James Campbell scems to have
used a more careful hand to pick the juzz-related writ-
ings but, hey, jazz always did get hetter press than its
unsophisticated cousin from the  1ckwoods.

Ana action of this volume is the great number
of contributions from artists themselves. Billie Holi-
day describes life working the tables tor coins before
success came her way. Dizzy Gillespie tells a good
one about how his trumpet was bent at a riotous par-
ty when a friend fell on it. Instead of cracking a fit he
discovered he liked the sound. In a way it is the same
story of others who used harmonicas the wrong way,
jugs, washboards, and now turntahles to make music.
Anything near at hand had possibilities as an
instrument, which is fitting, considering improvisa-
tion is at the heart of both blues and jazz. Included
also arc  crings from Eastern Europcan musicians
who describe jazz as a sort of mute protest against
the social disciplines of Communism and Nazism.

There is not a great deal of commentary but then
not much more is needed than that offered by Ralph
Ellison in which he takes to task LeRoi Jones, author
of Blues People. Ellison’s The Invisible Man is a classic
work which delves deeply into the African-Amecrican
psyche and his critique praised Jones for pitching the
book towards explaining the relationship between
blacks and mainstrcam American culture through
music. However, Ellison sensed that he had been
overly empirical and had ignored some important ob-
servations for the sake of classification and definition:

It is unfortunate that Jones thought it necessary to
ignore the aesthetic nature of the blues in order to
make his ideological point, for he might have come
much closcr had he considered the blues not as poli-
tics but as art. This would have still required the dis-
ciplines of anthropology and sociology...’

He continues:

‘For the blues are not primarily concerned with civil
rights or obvious political protest; they arc an art form
and thus a transcendence of those conditions created
within the Negro community by the denial of social
justice.’

Perhaps as younger generations of black Ameri-
cans have turned away from them as forms of expres-
sion in favour of music with more obvious political
protest, - serving blues and jazz as art forms docs
them the justice they deserve. Music is all things to
all people—so let the band play on.

Jon Greenaway is the assistant editor of Eureka Street.






not surprising that they were un-
done by their amateurism.

After the collapse of the Pioneer
Players, Esson continued to work at
playwriting though his literary ca-
reer was in decline and the Essons’
finances were such that Hilda, a
qualified doctor, at last took up her
medical career. While the physically
frail Louis wasretreatingintoamyth
0 zroic failure, Hilda was pioneer-
ing in the field of immunology. She
also formed a loving relationship
with her superior, John Dale, a rela-
tionship she managed with excep-
tional tact and discretion. She also
became a power in Mclbourne’s
p tically and theatrically radical
New Theatre.

This book is so well-written and
so interesting that it is difficult to
review without giving an abbreviated
version of the plot, because a well-
plorted drama it is, complete with
st -plots, romantic love storics,
mysteries, ironic reversals, tragic

heroes and triumphant heroes. The

lives of its two subjects sometimes
run parallel and some-
times at tangents.

.» ~ HEN LOuls’ SENSE OF FAILURE
grew as the theatre offered] n no
opportunities and he vacated the field
by moving north, he became a kind
of elder statesman of Australian let-
ters in Sydney. At his best, Louis
was a lively and witty conversation-
alist with a capacity for inspiring
loyalty. His gift for attracting friends
like Vance and Nettie Palmer in his
youngerdays continued when he was
older and frailer in Sydney. He made
new and true friends among the gath-
crings of the Fellowship of Austral-
ian Writers including Frank Dalby
Davison, Xavier Herbert, Dymphna
Cusack, the playwright Catherine
Duncan and Miles Franklin. Al-
though his scparation from Hilda
was accepted in the conventional
sense, they wrote toeach otherevery
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day. When she visitedhim in Sydney
they were ‘only good pals, not lov-
ers’. Still he revelled in ‘her com-
panionship, her sympathy, herintel-
ligence, her intuition, her joyous-
ness [and] her fascinating personali-
ty’ and ‘missed her dreadfully’ when
she was gone.

Devotion to her husband’s well-
being and their shared ideals scems
to have been a guiding principle in
all Hilda’s decisions. He was an in-
adequate husband and father and
could be aneglecttul friend, yet there
was something in him which bound
his admirers to him in spite of all.
Louis always came first with herand
after his death she continued to fight
to gain him the recognition she be-
licved was his due.

In the struggle for fairness and
balance in this double biography,
Fitzpatrick may have tipped the
scales in Hilda’s favour, which is
certainly preferable to the dismiss-
ive mentions she has collected hith-
erto. However, Louis’ slow decline
into depression and withdrawal made
him scem, even to himself, pallid
and ineffectual. Yet his was the no-
ble failure of a man who attempted
to found a genuinely Australian
theatre before the country was ripe
forit. That his unwavering determi-
nation to swim against the commer-
cial theatrical mainstream was
premature and doomed to disappoint-
ment, does not reduce his signifi-
cance in our cultural history nor the
value of the plays he left us.

Hilda, for so long invisible on the
public record, is accorded the fame
she would have casily acquired in a
less materialistic world than ours.
The playwright Catherine Duncan
wrote of her that:

Hilda belongs to that rare compa-
ny of cultivated beings without
whom artists cannot exist and grow,
and without whom no people can
hoast of a national culture.

Peter Fitzpatrick has unravelled
all that can be discovered of the lives
of these two idealists and left specu-
lation about the blanks to his read-
Crs. A very wise move,

Mary Lord is a Melbourne writer
whosc biography of the novelist and
playwright 1lPor w Hub

by Random Housc in 1993,









more fun than any plod through post-
modern pastiche with Tarantino, the
Coens or the aging Robert Altman.
All the buffery is mere flummery,
and never obscures the fact that this
is an exercise in what the old Holly-
wood, in the heyday of the gangster
movie and the western, did best:
narrative entertainment.

People who take film theory and
other arcana seriously will do well
toask themselves why this tale from
the middlebrow Mr Leonard dazzles,
while the products of the Coen broth-
ers’ self-consciously erudite imagi-
nation seems increasingly leaden.
Meanwhile therest ofus cansitback
and enjoy watching a clutch of Hol-
lywood stars co-operate as their usu-
al screen personae are sent up rot-
ten. Danny de Vito’s pompous midg-
et is memorable, and Gene Hack-
man’s idiotic, would-be tough guy is
even better.

—Ray Cassin

Flamboyant grief

The Flower of My Secret, dir. Pedro
Almodovar (independent cinemas)
This is an unusually low-key Almo-
dovar. All of his motifs and preoccu-
pations are evident, but some of the
more outrageously camp elements
are only quoted, as it were. There is
great attention to detail—sound is
very important; the plot is as intri-
cate asin his formermovies, but this
time there is a masterly sureness of
touch.

The film opens with a counsel-
ling session. A woman is being in-
formed that her 16-year-old son is
brain-dead, and the question of or-
gandonation is being broached, care-
fully. The woman cannot accept this;
her grief and limited command of
medical facts make her completely
dependent on the two doctors. But
nothing is as it seems on the surface
in an Almodovar film, and this one
has more depth than most.

Leocadia, a writer, (Marisa Pare-
des) must learn to accept that her
marriage is dead, and must also deal
with a crisis in her writing. It would
be giving too much away to say ex-
actly what the crisis is, but Almodo-
varexplores all theimplications with
customary thoroughness, and a cer-
tain gentleness.

Thisisasplendid movie—funny,
warm, honest, and beautifully made.
There is a great richness in small
observations—the clatter of the lace-
makers’ bobbins, a snippet of a
contemporary flamenco ballet that
has amazingly controlled Qedipal
overtones (worth seeing for that
alone). T hope Hollywood doesn’t rip
this one off the way they did when
they transmogrified Matador into
Basic Instinct.

—TJuliette Hughes

A hard row

Dead Man Walking dir. Tim Rob-
bins {independent cinemas). Films
about retribution and redemption
are usually hard and fast action flicks
that reserve far more time for the
nerves than they do for the emo-
tions. Dead Man Walking, Tim Rob-
bins’ second effort as director after
Bob Roberts, is an exception. The
private worlds of a group of people
trying to come to terms with a vio-
lent crime are given such voice that
the politically charged context of
the story is but that—contextual.

Based on the true-to-life experi-
ence of Sr Helen Prejean (Susan
Sarandon) it follows her through the
changes as she is drawn from her
work in a black housing project in
New Orleans into the world of a
convicted criminal, condemned to
die for the murder of two young
lovers. What begins as letter writing
develops into a series of visits, in
which Sr Helen gives support to
Mathew Poncelet (Sean Penn) sim-
ply because she sees it as part of her
mission to help the poor. As she
becomesinvolvedin Poncelet’s cause
to commute his death sentence, she
is compelled to visit the victims’
parents who are suffering for the loss
of their children.

SrHelen is torn between helping
a forgotten man on death row and
the innocent but equally neglected
parents. In a confronting scene with
the mother and father of the dead
girl the resulting tension is played
out beautifully.

Sarandon gives adriven perform-
ance of a deeply spiritual woman,
who comforts people with very dif-
ferent pains. Her scenes with Sean
Penn have some moments of real
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class. Tim Robbins balances this
story delicately enough so that the
rights and wrongs of capital punish-
ment do not obscure the variety of
human suffering that lie just beneath
the surface. Helped by a fabulous
soundtrack, he sets the mood for
reflection well.

—TJon Greenaway

Wood nymph

Mighty Aphrodite dir. Woody Allen
(independent cinemas). Lenny Wein-
rib (Woody Allen) is a New York
sportswriter. His wife, Amanda
(Helena Bonham Carter), is an art
curator who wants to own her own
gallery.

Amanda wants children, but
doesn’t want to take a year away
from her career, so, against Lenny’s
wishes, she adopts a baby. Both
become devoted parents and their
child, Max, turns out to be some-
thing of a whiz-kid.

As Amanda becomes more in-
volvedin her career, Lenny develops
an obsession for finding Max’s birth
mother. He can’t understand how
people who could produce such a
clever child would ever want to give
him away.

His search leads him to Linda
[Mira Sorvino), a talentless aspiring
actor who works as a porn star and
hooker to support herself. Despite
her limitations Linda is unswerv-
ingly optimistic.

Lenny finds himself drawn into
an unusual friendship. He plays a
modern Henry Higgins, desperately
trying to get Linda to give up her
seedy life so when Max growsupand
wants tolook forhismotherhe won't
be ashamed of her.

Every step of the way Lenny is
accompanied by a Greek chorus, who
slipbetween serious quotes from and
flip, Allenesque lines.

Mighty Aphrodite lacks the sharp
edge of Bullets over Broadway and
Husbands and Wives, but Lenny is
far less self-obsessed than many of
Allen’s previous leads. Perhaps as he
ages heisbecomingslightly less pes-
simistic about the future. Fans of
Allen’s previous work will enjoy this
film and first timers won't be disap-
pointed.

—Nick Grace
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