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- D-versionary tactics

=N AN EXTRAORDINARY ATTEMPT to shift focus off the
Government’s poor performance in addressing the big issucs
confronting Australia—employment, Wik, Hansonism, the
Federal Budget and the ‘stolen generation’—John Howard has
turncd to an old flame of his, the GST. The Liberal Party’s on-
and-off love affair with a GST is being revved up again.

Since the October 1996 National Tax Retorm Summit, the
mecdia has presented a view that there is a growing consensus
on ‘the need for tax-reform’. By the time this is translated into
headlines it has become a growing consensus of ‘the need tor a
GST’. Some in the business sector are actively encouraging this
view. ACOSS and church groups, including the Australian Social
Welfare Commission have continued to differentiate these two
statements in an cffort to emphasise the need for a broader tax-
reform agenda.

It is likely that the Government, as keen to move on a
GST as newly weds are to find the brid chamber, will claim
that community consensus on a GST exists. Nothing could be
further from the truth. The Government must accept the
conclusion reached during the Summit, at a GST of itself is
unlikely to be accepted by the clectorate. Business leaders would
be well advised to join the welfare scector in informing the

Government not to interfere until a genuine consensus on broad
tax reformi can be reached. There is ongoing work by Summit
participants to ¢xamine tax reform across the board, reform
which may or may not include some type of GST. An air of
optimism exists among many of the key participants that agree-
ment on tax reform may be reached. But, like any major reform
agenda, this one will take time and will require considerable
research, openness, and a readiness to cngage in ongoing
dialogue and negotiation before a consensus can be reached.
Now is not the time for the Government to do anything other
than support this remarkable courtship—even if it is jealous.

Another disappointing fcature of the debate thus far has
been the aceeptance of the argument that a GST necessarily
catches tax-cheats. Therc must be a strong statement from our
national leaders that the attitude that paying tax is a terrible
imposition, to be avoided at all costs, i1s undermining habits of
civic morality and responsibility.

Only time will tell if the GST is more than a Great Smoke
Tactic.

Toby O’Connor is National Director of the Australian Catholic
Social Welfare Commission.
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SYLUM SEEKERS HAVE BEEN HEARTENED, and the Government
discomtorted, by two recent Court decisions.

On 2 May a full bench ot the Federal Court found that the
East Timorese enjoy Portuguese nationality, as the Government
had hoped. But the Court also found that decisions on asylum
must consider not only the abstract question of nationality,
but also whether asylum seckers will be guaranteed eftective
protection. It also spelled out what effective protection means.
Since Portugal has so far has cffectively refused to process cases
unless the asylum scekers themselves voluntarily request them
to do so, the East Timorese cannot be guarantced effective
protection.

The second case was brought before the United Nations
Human Rights Committee (UNHRC) by a Cambodian who had
been detained for four years. He argued that his detention
violated the First Optional Protocol to the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, to which Australiais a
signatory. On 15 May, the Court found that the man’s detention
was arbitrary because it was not subject to reasonable review.
The Court also found that he was entitled to compensation for
his detention. The Australian Government must now state how
it will respond to the judgment.

These findings leave the Australian Government with a
difficult choice. Its instincts will no doubt be to nullify the
decisions by legislation or by administrative sleight of hand. A
Governinent which{ 5 -1 to n
rights would be tempted to repeal Australian acceptance of the
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Optional Protocol {under which the Tasmanian Gay law was
also challenged).

It would also fear that the need to consider whether asylum
sccekers will be protected effectively may make tribunals less
expeditious in rejecting applicants. And it would like to foree
East Timoresc asylum scekers to leave Australia.

But the legislative option also offers disadvantages. In
particular, Portugal, which alrcady regards the Australian policy
towards East Timor as hypocritical, will be confirmed in its
refusal to negotiate any forced deportation of asylum scekers
from Australia. The 10,000 Australians who have pledged to
offer sanctuary to the East Timorese will grow.

Moreover, the Wik process, the Hanson affair and the
Australian refusal to include human rights clauses in treatices,
have alrcady drawn attention to an Australian culture of
disvaluing human rights. The UNHRC decision and any
repudiation of the Protocol will increase suspicion that
Australian commitment to human rights is in rhetoric only. It
will also draw attention to what has become one of the harshest
regimes for asylum seekers in the western world.

The Government would do better to institute a humane
regime of detention that complies with our international
obligations, and to allow the East Timorese entry to Australia
on humanitarian grounds.

Andrew Hamilton sj teaches theology at the United Faculty of
Theology, Mclbourne.



CaritaL LETTER

\ HE SENSE OF THE HOWARD GOVERN-
MENT in drift, and staggering in and out of
bogs, is no mere matter of bad tactics and
bad luck. The Government is having major problems in deciding
where to go. Critically, John Howard is not feeding in ideas, his own
instincts are increasingly awry, and not a little governing is by
instinct alone.

Problems such as Wik, the undermining of National Party leader
Tim Fischer, the embarrassment of being found in bed with Malcolm
Colston, the reach and the pull of Pauline Hanson, appeasing the
media barons, increasing and more obvious disenchantment from
both small and big business, and somc serious miscalculation with
the Budget strategy plus a silly stumble¢ over the selling of it, have not
been only a matter of a failure of execution of policy. There’s hardly
been a policy in the first place. Those sniffing the brecze for a better
driver, however, should bear in mind that most of those seeming to
have clearer ideas of a destination may be even less able than John
Howard to balance the load.

Peter Costello, for example, may have few political friends but
he has not a few admirers and would clearly deliver policies which
were more economically pure. He would be for stripping back the
size of government more quickly, doing far more to dampen
popular expectations of what government could or should be doing,
and working to create a more open marketplace in which—people
of his beliefs confidently predict—business will flourish and para-
dise will arrive on earth.

But would hebe so attractive to those who want a tariff on motor
cars, or a demanded concession for a Newcastle after a steelworks
has threatened to close, or a special tax deduction for some type of
activity—the sort of ‘flexibility’ that real business tends to demand?
His pragmatism about organising rule-changes so as to help Kerry
Packer acquire Fairfax suggests he has some flexibility, but it has
not otherwise been so evident.

And could he articulate some phrases which would maintain
John Howard’s ‘battler’ constituency—more accurately wrest it
back from Pauline Hanson—or articulate some moral concept of an
Australia that would inspire an electorate? One has to have one’s
doubts, particularly while personal enemics of the calibre of Jeff
Kennett will miss no opportunity to snipe.

Peter Reith, for all of his old reputation as a true believer, has
shown himself personable and flexible in government, and, arguably,
has, in his changes to the industrial relations framework, achieved
more of the Government’s original agenda than anyone else. He has
also demonstrated considerable resilience, has a sense of humour
and some profile beyond the narrowly economic. He lacks the
committed cnemies of a Peter Costello, but hisnumbersin a caucus
battle come from the same broad faction.

If one discarded Cabinet ministers who were Senators (Alexander
Downer, for obvious reasons, Ian McLachlan for being simply
impossible, and John Moore for being a complete failure in devising
any sort of coherent industry policy), a Liberal Party meeting
contemplating a change could be looking only at John Fahey and
Michael Wooldridge, whose election would represent a complete
U-turn in approach for the Liberals. The mordant Liberal back-
bencher might well think that John Howard, with his experience,
is about as good as they have got.

The problem is that he does not seem to know what he is doing,
and, in reacting to criticism from one side or the other, is starting

JACK WATERFORD

.eadership questions

to present a pretty unattractive picture. Not since Port Arthur has
he performed an act of what might be called moral leadership.
Finally, he directly attacked the Hanson phenomenon, but he has
scarcely blunted her appeal, and, in the process has made it entirely
clear that his policies on Aboriginal affairs are driven by a percep-
tion that most of the electorate think they were getting too much
and getting too uppity.

His {and most of his Cabinet colleagues’) antipathy to
immigration and to the multicultural lobby is of such long-standing
that his recent changes here cannot be said to be driven by a direct
need to neutralise Pauline Hanson. But it would be a brave person
who would deny that the marketing of government decisions in
this area was not without an eye to her constituency.

The voracity of the Queensland Nationals has forced Howard to
seem tough against the party, steering a middle course between
Aboriginal and pastoral interests, but any close analysis will show
the needs and rights of Aborigines counted not a jot. On the media
front, he has attempted on several occasions to find rationales that
would give an extraordinary boon to Kerry Packer, but has yet to
find one that can persuade even his own backbench.

Thoughheconcedes that unemployment s the critical problem,
his party’s policies still have a marked element of punishing the
indigent. Leave aside the Budget’s maintenance of drastic cuts to
labour market programs: the likelihood is that even growth at the
pace forecast will neither create much employment nor sop up the
sort of unemployment—particularly of the unskilled and the semi-
skilled—which the government is allowing to occur.

At the last election, Paul Keating said the contest was about
leadership and a vision for Australia. Implicitly he was saying that
John Howard did not fit. But the clectorate did not choose between
leaders. They tossed out a tired and corrupted party which had run

out of steam. They put in someonc of some recognised
decency and competence who promised no great shocks.

As A VITAL PART OF CALMING the clectorate, John Howard had
played on populist feelings that the Keating Government was out
of touch with community sentiment, that there were privileged
insiders who got favours at the expense of ordinary pcople, and that
Labor, by long tenure of office, conscious stacking of the institu-
tions and ruthless use of its powers of reward and punishment, had
created an ascendancy of the politically correct. Most powerfully,
it played on fears of the pace of change, and job and general
economic insecurity. They had plenty of ammunition to play with.

Pauline Hanson plays to just the same gallery, but she adds in
scapegoating, racism and a cultured ignorance, intolerance and
indifference.

It may well be that, in the end, she implodes because she has, as
John Howard belatedly says, nothing to offer. The question is
whether those who lean to her will turn away because they perceive
that John Howard and his team do have something.

Whether a Liberal leader whose opening up of the job market has
increased job insccurity but not jobs, who has delivered growth but
not jobs, who has increased the pace of change and expressed
indifference or only polite regret when regions lose services, can
play the anxicty card out in the boondocks is an intercstine
question.

Jack Waterford is editor of the Canberra Times
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Bad sports

From Rosemary Walters
One of the most dismal reasons given
for voting against the Labor Govern-
menr is that Australians aren’t equal
to  aling with the Big Picture, with
its tackling of issues like social justice,
Native Title, caring for the poor
cteetera. Supposcdly we Australians
can only think about sport and our
own mortgages. No wonder the
Government is choking off the ABC.
That is where the big national
conversations are happening and licele
people ke ourscelves couldn't be
cxpeeted to participate in such debate.
Rosemary Walters
Western, ACT

Library disquiet

From Robert Barnes

Mr Warren Horton’s attemipt (Eureka
Street, May 19971 to defend the
National Library’s present collecting
and electronic policies would be more
convincing if he had addressed the
central claim of my article {March,
1997), that thosc policies have
impoverished the Li iry as Aust-
ralia’s national rescarch collection.

Mr Horton portrays mc as onc of a
small Canberra group who alone
oppose those policies, for their own
sclfish purposes. In fact the Australian
Academy of the Humanities, in its
submission to the West Review of
Higher Education Financing and
Policy, warns as follows:

‘Not only is it clcar that no co-
ordinated approach to maintaining
this [library] infrastrucuturc and to
rationalising the available resources
has yet been developed, but also an
over-dependency on electronic sources
of information at the expense of a
balancing policy of collecting printed
materials is rapidly emerging. The
printed monograph remains the
favoured technology for disseminating
longer and more permancent texts. In
this situation the National Library of
Australia’s unilateral decision to cut
its collecting of overseas printed
material by 60 per cent, before
cnsuring that other libraries can
collect such material in its place, is
particularly damaging’.

Mr Horton scems to believe that,
by cutting its collecting of printed
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matcrial in Canberra, the Library
somchow benetits the rest of Aus-
tralia. This would only be truc if the
Library’s World I project for clectronic
alternatives to print had achicved
anything other than a financial black
hole. One of the peints of my article
was precisely that, with much infor-
mation still available only in print, it
still makces sense to concentrate
comprehensive collections in a few
libraries, even if researchers have to
travel to them from elsewhere.

He tries to defend the Library’s
spending only nine per cent of its
budget on acquisitions. Even allowing
for its other responsibilities, and the
fact that somce acquisitions come to it
free, this is still a remarkably low
percentage, when it is the Library’s
statutory first task ‘to maintain and
develop a national collection of library
material’. Australia’s larger university
librarics typically spend 35-45 per cent

LETTING GO

AND MOVING ON

Individual or group
counselling for people
experiencing painful
life changes
Winsome Thomas
B.A. (Psych), Grad. Dip. App. Psych
Phone (03) 9827 8785
Fax (03) 9690 7904

of their budget on acquisitions. The
National Library should be able to
reach at least half that percentage.

Mr Horton claims that the Library
consulted widely before carrying out
its cuts to overseas collecting, As 1
pointed out, the scale of these cuts was
only revealed in a memorandum of May,
1995, by which time they were already
under way. There was no consultation
at all about them, or about where they
were to be concentrated.

According to him, ‘the library has
categorically denied the assertion that
they shaped the collection policies to
reflect the previous Government's
Asian strategics, but Barnes still says
“this disclaimer is disimgenuous” "It
is disingenuous because, as 1 pointed
out, it is not the Library's continuimg
to collect Astan matcerial, which s
debatable, but its decision to stop
scerious collecting trom Europe and
Amecrica {and cven most cultural
matcrial from Asial,

Mr Horton continues to praise the
concept of the Distributed National
Collection, despite its very limited
success. The Council of Australian
University Librarians, in its submis-
sion to the West Review, points to its
fragility: ‘repeated rounds of subscrip-
tion cancellations at almost all
universitics” have ‘undermined the
distributed national collection’, and
further ‘this trend has been exacer-
bated by simultancous cancellations at
the other major research libraries such
as the National Library of Australia’,

Australia’s other rescarch libraries
have, as Mr Horton pleads, increased
their spending in the last 30 years.
However, as the Academy of the
Humanitics and the Council of
Australian University Librarians point
out, they are all now cutting their
spending, and therefore less and less
able to build up comprchensive
collections.

Onc of the aims which the
National Library has now abandoned
was, precisely, to build up a collection
of some depth in most of the central
arcas of knowledge which concern
Australia. That aim could still, with
carcful selection, be achicved. Mr
Horton admits there is a problem in
the intake of overscas monographs by
Australian librarics, but claims ‘our
policies have not caused it’. They have
certainly not helped the problem cither.

Mr Horton also claims, in regard
to the funding of World 1, that‘we did
not divert collection funds to it’. This
contradicts the Library’s Strategic
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Sceond, the application of instrumen-
tal knowledge to a wide varicty of
activities means that many students
now come to universities for trade
training: students who in former
cencerations would have taken appren-
ticeships. It may be desirable for such
students to absorb liberal values, but
mass cducation cannot take the same
approach as an ¢lite university, and if
only to maintain student interest, is
likely to have o inculcate its values
morce by stealth.

Yot Professor Zitcak is right to
yearn for that liberal university which
probably never existed, and which is
looking increasingly distant even as an
ideal. However, present-day universitics
are too big, and too expensive, to return
to liberal self-government.

Tao approach an ideal once again
would probably require a new institu-
tion, which would be small; located
perhaps outside the present university
system, or perhaps as a unit within,
an existing university.

Its scholars would be employed with
the workloads and work conditions of
the fabled past. The tinancing would be
casier if these privileges were accompa-
nicd by lower salaries than other
academics: a similar scale to that
applying to Protestant ministers of
religion may be appropriate. The
crucial gquestion in founding such a
university would be: by what values
would the recreated university seetle
its internal disputes? Tean only suggest
that the churches may be the only
remaining source of such values and of
the expertise required to govern people
who think a lot.

Tan Manning
Clifton Hill, Vic

Celibacy in Winter

From John Honner st

Prompted by my reference to Michacl
Winter's critique ot recent Roman
documents on  clerical  celibacy
(Summa Theologiae, ES, March 971, Fr
John George believes that Winter’s
popular views need to be challenged.
With this in mind, hc refers to
Christian Cochini’s Origines
Apostoliques du Celibat Sacerdotal.
Not only that, Fr George cites the
support of Jesuit Cardinals de Lubac
and Danielou for Cochini, and
mentions the discredited work of
Theiner, Lea and Funk. Fr George's
apparent scholarship ¢ be reduced,
however, to a reading of the recent
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nglish translation of Cochini’s book,
English t lat f Cochini’s bool

entitled The Apostolic Origins of

Priestly Celibacy. Cardinal de Lubac’s
praisc is to be found on the blurb on
the back cover of this edition (though
his phrases are in the reverse order to
that given by Fr Georgel, and
Daniclou’s support is to be tound
quoted by Cochini in the very first
lines of the author's own Preface. This
is  hardlv independent  scholarly
Further, Fr George's
references to Theiner, Lea and Funk
cteetera obviously originate from
Cochini’s seccond chapter.

While Cochini provides a fine
collection of patristic literature, he
cannot he said to prove his thesis,
namely, that the requirement for
pricstly celibacy can be traced back to
the apostles. For a more detailed
critique, see Ro Balducelli’s extended
review of Cochini’s book in Theological
Studies 43 {19821 ppaYv3-705, and, more
bricfly, G.T. Dennis’ review of the
English translation in Theological
Studies 32 (1991} pp738-739. Michacl
Winter's obscervation, that recent
documents gloss over carly patristic and
conciliar debates, remains valid.

John Honner )
Parkville VIC

cvidence.

Having a lapse

From C.B. Thornton-Smith

There is more truth than Ray Cassin
probably realises in his comment
{Eurcka Street April 19971 regarding the
‘second thoughts” in B.A. Santamaria’s
sccond autobiography that: ‘Santamaria
A Memoir is not so much a revision of
the first version of those thoughts,
which appeared in 1981 as Against the
Tide. as a re-publication of them with
an addendum.’ Indeed, A Memoir fails
to correct crrors of fact, pscudo-
memories and gross lapses of memory
in Against the Tide which have been
pointed out in good time tor this to have
been done had the author so wished.

A striking example of both errors
of fact and inexplicable lapses of
memory is to be found in the comment
on a report by J.T. Kane, who was to
become one of the Teaders of the DLD,
of the 1956 ALI Federal Exccutive
inquiry into the New South Walces
branch. At this, ].I. Ormonde had given
cvidence that ‘in 1926, Santamaria had
organised a “Rexist” movement at the
University of Mclbourne’ (Against the
Tide p199: A Memoir , ppl6Y-70). In
answer to questions, ‘Ormonde,

evidently unaware that the “Rexist”
movement was a Belgian organisation
set up during the World War Two by
Lcon Degrelle, answered that it was an
[talian organisation which aimed o set
up a monarchy in Australia. Mr
Ormond apparently did not ¢o on to
cxplain whether T—in 1926 aged
cleven and still at primary school
intended to install the British or the
Italian Roval TTousc’ (ibid.). As the
reference for Kane's report does not en-
able one to tind whether this is in the
public domain, it has been impossible
to check the accuracy of Santamaria’s
account of it, let alone try to establish
where and how the various picees of
misinformation originated.

What onc can state with certainty
is that the Rexist movement had its
origins in the publishing house
Christus Rex sct up by Belgian
Catholic Action in 1931 under the
direction of Léon Degrelle, who had
come strongly under the influence ot
the Action Fran¢aise movement ol
Charles Maurras, but had lovally
submitted to the papal ban on this in
1926. In 1935 he used his position to
launch an anti-Communist and anti-
Capitalist political movement with
Fascist or at least reactionary under-
tones. As Rex had moved outside the
framework of Catholic Action by
becoming involved in politics, it
carned the active disapproval of the
Belgian hierarchy carlv in 1936, What
Degrelle did in World War Two was
to enlist, and eventually become a
high-ranking officer, in the ‘Wallonic!
Legion of French-speaking collabora-
tors formed to fight for the Germans
on the Russian Front.

Aparc  from other  sources,
Santamaria would at least have heard
of Degrelle and Rex from his mentor
D.G.M. Jackson, a great devotee and
proponent of the monarchist and anti-
Semitic Action Frangaise, who in the
Tribune of 24 Sceptember 1936 put as
favourable a spin as possible on the
attitude of the Belgian hicrarchy
towards Rex. However, even if the
“1926" of Kanc's report should really
read *1936, it is hardly likely that in
that year Santamaria, committed to
bringing out the recently launched
Catholic Worker every month, would
be interested in founding a Rexist
group at the University of which he
was already a graduate, and there is no
cvidence that he did so. All this makes
his riposte to the alrcady dead J.D.
Ormonde quite inexplicable, origin-
ating falsc information the better to



belabour him for passing on muddled
and false information. Even had
Santamaria’s memory of the Rexist
movement hecome hazy after 1936, it
would have been jogged in 1970 by
Robert Murray's The Split: Australia
in the Fifties, where the outstandingly
successtul Jeunesse Quvricre
Chrétienne is contrasted with the ‘Rex
Party’.

This example of real forgetfulness
can be matched by one of pseudo-
memory. According to Santamaria, the
Central Catholic Library made avail-
able to the members of the Campion
Socicety formed in 1931, and which he
joined in 1932, along with the works
of Christopher Dawson, Chesterton
and Bellog, ‘the works of the French
Catholic writers ... Maritain, Bernanos
and Mauriac among them' (Against
the Tide, pl4 ... A Memoir, plll.
Howcever, by 1931 or 1932, most of the
major works of these three Frenchmen
were yet to be written. Even were texts
available in the original French, they
would have been accessible to
comparatively few of the members,
while the vast majority of translations
began appearing long after that time.
The accessions registers of the Central
Catholic Library show that by the end
of 1935 it had acquired five works by
Maritain, once by him and his wife
Raissa, none by Bernanos and none by

Mauriac. This crroncous memory of a
familiarity, cither on the part of
Santamaria himsclf or among other
Campions, with the subsequently
most outstanding French Catholic
writers of their generation is particu-
larly ironic in that Maritain was
already highly critical of Action
Frangaise, and Mauriac and Bernanos
were to become so, while all three
were to excoriate Franco’s claims to
be defending Christianity in the
Spanish Civil War. If the name of any
French writer was familiar to them at
that timc, it would have been that of
Charles Maurras, which Santamaria
scems to have forgotten completely.
Finally, in the added chapters of A
Memoir, there occurs a flagrant
contlation and talsce attribution. On
p301, in the context of describing Hans
Kiing’s role in discussion of the teach-
g on contraception in Humanae
Vitae, Santamaria offers a 21-lince
quotation as coming from King's
Infallible: (pp54-5). In fact, less than
tive lines at the beginning of this arc
the words of Kiang himscelf. The rest
of it is King quoting David Callahan,
cd., The Catholic Case for Contru-
ception, London, 1969, ppl79-80.
Although Kuang's publisher, unlike
Santamaria’s, has not indented long
quotations, the quotation from this
work is clearly indicated by single

guotation marks at beginning and end,

with at the end, which also happens

to be the end of Santamaria’s

‘quotation’, a superscripted number for
the end note.

C.B. Thornton-Smith

Balwyn North, VIC

Having a hope

From Graham Kearney

[ read with interest the artiele in
Eurcka Street April ‘97 entitled
‘Northern exposure’ by Margaret
Simons. Most people in Queensland
would like to sce a good government
in power. I guess by definition good
government includes such things as
corruption-free government and public
service, a police force that serves the
public rather than serving the political
masters of the day, and an independent
public service and judiciary. Noble
aims no doubt!

The ideal is not always possible—
human nature being what it is. Tdo not
disagree with the main thruse of the
article. Howcever, the people of
Queensland are not responsible for
factors beyond our control—to the
extent that the incumbent Govern-
ment has yet to face the Electors at a
General Election.

Graham Kearney
Chambers Flat QLD
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In a word

Every state is an association of persons formed with a view
to some good purpose ... —Aristotle, Politics.

REMEMBER INCENTIVATION’? ‘Downsize.” ‘Rationalise’. Every year seems to bring its own
word. The word of the month, indced the year, is ‘Stakcholder’. A stakecholder, they tell
us, is a person or group who represents an interested party in political negotiations. The
debate over native title has reverberated with calls to bring together ‘stakcholders’ in order
to decide on an cquitable outcome. The purpose of a stakeholder is to articulate his/her
group’s particular economic and material interests as strongly as possible.

Thereis a theory of politics behind this: it says that democracy is about the advancement,
through public means, of private intcrest. We form groups that represent our material
interests. Onelection day we each vote for the group whose interests best matches our own,
and the group which commands the greatest loyalty wins. In other words, democracy is
nothingbutaway of adding up private {and normally economic)self-interest. ‘Stakeholding’
takes this theory of politics as a battle of lobby groups further. It extends it beyond election
day, to govern the whole process of policy-making.

When Frederick the Great remarked that war was just politics pursued by other means,
this was the theory of politics he had in mind. The idea of a vested interest which such an
approach to politics enshrines, facilitates compromisc only in the way that the cold war
did: mutually assured destruction forces a partial peace between warring factions, but at a
price of entrenching their antagonism indefinitely. The clash of stakcholders, though it may
lead to trade-offs and modus vivendi, can never lead to mutually assured understanding,

This seems perfectly natural. But there is another way. At its very birth, Aristotle
understood democracy entirely differently. For him, politics was the realm in which people
left their private interest behind, and gathered together as equals to decide on public
policy—uot through the ruthless advancement of self-interest but by transcending it. Not
‘interest groups’ but rational disinterest marked democratic debate. As the philosopher
Hannah Arendt explained, for the Greek city-state, ‘political economy’ was an oxymoron;
for us it is a tautology.

Aristotle offers an alternative vision of politics. Admittedly the idea of disinterest hardly
had a good track record in ancient Greece. It was used to justify the exclusion from their
‘democracy’ of everybody involved in the day-to-day production of economic life—including
large numbers of slaves, and all women.This history suggests we ought to be chary about
believing that we are ever entirely able to discard our own perspective in favour of some
rational ‘objectivity’. On the other hand, a democracy comprised of ‘stakeholders’ insists that
there is nothing but self-interest to guide us, nothing but subjectivity.

But there is perhaps a third way, sometimes called ‘inter-subjectivity’. It, like Aristotle,
asks us to leave our own interests behind; but only to the extent that we try and imagine
what it must be like to have somebody else’s perspective. For Aristotle, disinterest was an
act of reason. Inter-subjectivity is an act of imagination, through which we learn to
accom date and respect the interests of others as well as ourselves. Such an approach
leaves the way open to move from ‘my’ interests and yours—to ours.

During the cold war, such a move was never possible. Our leaders could not imagine
that their encmies might have legitimate needs and desires, and so politics unfolded as a
giant game of self-interest. ‘Stakeholding’ encourages the same social blindness, demands
that we take positions rather than engage in conversation. We appear on the field of politics
as rivals, not participants.

Aristotle would have been horrified. So should we be. We see the corrosive effects of the
‘stakeholding’ mentality all around us, in the advertising campaigns of the National
Farmers’ Federation, the single-minded lobbying of the National Party, and the hysteria
whipped up by many of our State Premiers. Their idea of politics is grounded in self-
interest. [ have not heard one word from these people which suggests that they are trying
to understand the needs and desires of Abori 1al people.

Well, to hell with stakeholders. Let us all participate in democratic debate by under-
standing other people’s positions, and not simply by advancing one’s own. By rational
disinterest tempered with inter-subjective compassion, our aim should be to make our
country ‘an association of persons formed with a view to some good purposes’—not just (as
in Athens) for some of us, but fo. ™" »f us. -

Editor’s note: next month we shall disinter ‘disinterest’.
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to become professional actors? ‘It has never
occurred to me that I'd be good enough’ says
Shaun Kenny. The others agreed that not
only did it require courage, ‘but that you
needed extraordinary persistence and
stamina and a willingness to accept finan-
cial instability as a way of life’. So they
understood that most actors’ lives were far
outside five-star hotels, private jets and
Armani suits? ‘Oh yes. It's a hard lite, all
right’, they agreed.

After the cast members left 1 spoke
briefly to the director of the play, Robert
Schneider. Thad assumed that many of the
obscrvations made by the boys about the
process of acting had been prompted by
him. Their conclusions surprised him. He
said they hadarrivedat them independently.

Leaving the auditorium, munching on
anapple, walking amidsta throng of spirited
boys heading for home 1 felt relieved and
happy. I didn’t care how tiny or unrepre-
sentative it was. In a quiet corner of the
world, T told mysclf, the scarch for the
human soul through the theatre was still
taking place. [imaginced Stanislavsky, stand-
ing in a modest, cold, unglamorous theatre
space, looking very pleased indeed.

—Rosey Golds

The hostage and

[ ]
his hosts
MUCH OF THE W'()I{Ll),\ ll]t.’diél was

inclined to celebrate the manner in which
72 hostages were finally released from the
Japanesc cmbassy in Lima, Peru, at the end
of April.

Time magazine carried a cartoon of
President Fujimori looking like Rambo and
a photo of him leaning triumphantly from
the door of the bus that carried the hostages
away from 126 days’ imprisonment. Behind
him, in the embassy compound, were the
bodies of all 14 Tupac Amaru guerillas who
had held the hostages. Time reported the
sccrecy with which the assault was prepared
and suggested that Fujimori’s attempts to
negotiate, which included offering the
guerrillas safe passage to Cuba, were only
to blind the assault that was always in the
offing.

It did not explain how, if there was such
secrecy, both AP and Reuters were on loca-
tion to photograph commandos emerging
from the tunnels they had dug into the
embassy grounds. It did quote an officer as
saying that each terrorist had 500 bullets in
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The on-line community is less inclined to
get involved if they have to download
software.

Another factor in this freer approach is
thatitdoesn’tinvolve choosing a particular
software product, and by extention endors-
ing it. This is the ABC after all.

Cinnamon Pollard says that ‘the choice
of Pcarl and Java script cnables as many
peoplc as possible toaccess it. It's forequity
and access. We tried to make it as compat-
ible as possible with as many computers
and browsers.’

There’s no term for this integrated
software that generates the content and
becomes part of the overall structure. It’s
more than a scrics of pages or screens that
talk to cach other, and to the users, and talk
in a particular way to the chosen panellists.
It’s all those fanned pages together as a

Frontier was several years in the making,
with Professors Marcia Langton and Henry
Reynolds as historical consultants on the
series. Frontier combined documentary
source material from 1770-1938—diaries,
journals, paintings and city and town
records—which demonstrated the extent
of land wars between Aborigines and the
‘settlers’. Two thousand Europeans lost
their lives in the war for land. Twenty
thousand Aborigines were killed by poison,
massacre and gunshot.

The three internet text-based forums
happened the night after the broadeast of
cach hour-long documentary reflecting
issues raised there. Broadly the three themes
for Frontier Onlinewere ‘Treaties’, 'Personal
Responsibility’, and ‘Reconciliation’.

The ‘live panel’ was activated for around
90 minutes, and after an introduction was

number of ‘postings’ from those who said
‘'why weren’t we told about our history’
was overwhelming.

The panellists were absorbed and
extremely generous. Some replies were
novella-length, others sharp and critical.
The logs of all three ‘live panels’ arc still
there on the Frontier Online website:
frontier@your.abe.com.au

Each ‘live panel’ was on-line for around
90 minutes at a time. A Guestbook sat
alongside the ‘live panel’. It was [and still
is) open 24 hours a day. Users could {and
can} drop in there and leave a note if they
couldn’t join the panel. It’s also a living
resource; an ongoing archive of what people
think of co-existence and the future for
reconciliation in Australia today.

Frontier Online is on¢ attempt to put
real substance and content on the web. It
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whole document/site, yet each page/screen
stands alone and becomes the substance of
Fronticr Online.

From Rob Manson’s clectronic scrolls
of code, emerge templates (in the jargon
they are ‘implementation of software’
upon which Cinnamon Pollard will create
the website and publish the content. Con-
tent is material like photos and biogra-
phics of panellists, questions and
statements from myself and Stephen
Rapley who is moderator and host of the
live internct events. It’s the crafred graph-
ics created by the TV series’ graphic de-
signer and artistic director, Dan Mavric.
There’s also background information, re-
sources, and an explanation of how to get
to the technology and how to use it. How
to navigate the Frontier site? Use a naviga-
tor bar, of coursc!

Frontier Onlinefollows Frontier, athree-
part documentary serics screened over three
weceks on ABC-TV in March this year.

‘posted’ by the moderator, the forums began
with questions to the panellists who sat at
their computer terminals. The on-line
audience could respond in real time via an
editor, {just in case we were swamped with
replics). The pancllists ‘talked’ to cach other
and to the on-line audience. The mood of
cach forum was differed according to the
dynamics of the guests. For me, sitting
amongst some of the Sydney-based panel-
lists, quietly tapping out probes and
responses, was an odd sensation, so unlike
the drama of live radio.

There was an average of 30,000 accesses
each week, with an average of 350 people
logging on. The pace was sometimes slow,
and sometimes incredibly fast, so that an
answer toagiven question might not appear
immediately on the screen for interruption
from others.

Thelevel of knowledge about Aboriginal
Australia in many of the on-line audience
was sophisticated and detailed. Yet the
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doesn’t allow itself to be obsessed with the
software, merely using it as a tool for an
open debate, a forum for the on-line
community. Itis the force of pecople’s words
that holds the text forever in cyberspace as
amemorandum to historians and educators
and a plea for the notion of truth in history-
telling,.

—Donna McLachlan
Note: the Frontier Online website and its
soon-to-be-launched curricula for students
of Aboriginal Studies, created by education
consultant Kaye Price, is part funded by the
Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation.

This month's contributors: Peter Norden s)
is director of Jesuit Social Services; Rosey
Golds is a freclance writer; Desmond
Manderson is a scnior lecturer in Law at
Macquarie University; Michael MeGirr sy
is editor of Australian Catholics; Donna
McLachlan is producer of Frontier Online,
for ABC Multi Media.
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is. As you know, a top spins to different
directions. No, I'm not surprised or feel
betrayed.’

With PDI and PPP practically in
disarray, Golkar has no ctfective opposi-
tion. And it scems that the 70 per cent
cstimation on Golkar's part is neither
wishful thinking nor excess optimism.

While there is no doubt that the
support for pro-democracy movement is
increasing, it has lost its focus and rally-
ing point. This may be detrimental
considering that it is not big enough to
regroup quickly before the election. In the
meantime, Golkar still has the support
of the nation’s civil service, most of the
business community, and those who are
not politically minded, which means at
least half of the population. Decision
makers will not abandon Golkar because
they know that is where power is and will
reside for a long time yet.

The two minor parties will remain
small, unless they can attract significant
popular support. To do so they need to
regroup and solidify, and show strong and
believable leadership. However, we must
give credit to them for trying, cspecially
to Megawati, who did, whether the
government would admit it or not,
inspire enough fear, for the authoritics
to want to remove her from PDI
lcadership.

The way to push for democracy,
maybe, is not from outside Golkar, but

from inside. Maybe that was

what Gus Dur was trying to do.
As FOR DEMILITARISATION of the gov-
ernment, this can only be done gradually,
and only when the military are convinced
that the civilians who take over power
are capable and reliable. More important,
they want to be surc that these civilians
are not going to victimise the military.
At the moment, while there is some
dissatisfaction among them, there is not
cnough cvidence that partics other than
Golkar can guarantec that.

With this certainty to win, it is
curious what the government fears from
independent clection monitors, national
or international. Maybe it suspects these
monitors would rig the election?

Dewi Anggraeni is a Melbourne-bascd
novelist and the Australia correspondent
for FORUM Keadilan, and feature writer
for the Jakarta Post.

!
! John Honner culls the theological crop

.I. HE JOINT THEOLOGICAL LiBRARY, owned by the Jesuits and the Uniting Church, is located
at Ormond College in the University of Melbourne, and its theological pickings are rich.
There are lots of very serious articles in the serious journals, of course, but this
month I found none of intense significance. Joseph F. Kelly, however, has a very readable
study in The Journal of Early Christian Studies, Spring 1997, called ‘On the Brink: Bede’,
which gets this month’s prize as the pick of the crop. Kelly considers the Venerable Bede
as a figurc for our own times, for he stood on the brink between the rapidly passing
ancient world, which he loved dearly, and the emerging modern medicval world which
he frequently criticised. Kelly concludes that Bede established himsclf as the conduit
and shaper of patristic values to the Middle Ages and beyond. And he was successful in
this, says Kelly, for four reasons: he knew his scripture, his Latin was not so ¢legant as to
be inaccessible in the new age; he spoke the language of the barbarians (German!); and
he was interesting to read.

I note a new journal on the shelves: Theology and Sexuality: the Journal of the Institute
for the Study of Christianity and Sexuality. And, no, it doesn’t come from California, but
from Sheffield in England. The articles arc chatty and less scholarly than one might expect,
given the quality of the editorial board, but the journal may be worth watching.

Celebrating its tenth anniversary this year, the Australian Journal of Feminist Stud-
ics in religion, Women-Church, is a magazine of articles, reviews, recent publications
and coming events. It appears twice-yearly, and is distinguished by its sharp focus and
considerable vitality. The first number for 1997 includes a thoughtful article by Susan
Smith RNDM (who lectures at the Catholic Institute of Theology in Auckland) entitled
‘Marian Dogmas and Catholic Feminism’. Smith explores ways in which feminists might,
and might not, appropriate meaning from the dogmas of the Immaculate Conception
and the Assumption.

Literature and Theology is a journal, now in its eleventh year, published by Oxford
University Press. In the March 1997 number is a short review by Peter Stiles of the
Oxford Book of Australian Religious Verse, cdited by Kevin Hart and (surprise, surprisc)
published by Oxford University Press. Stiles concludes, succinctly, that this ‘anthology
reflects very effectively the intensely private and secular nature of spiritual sensibilities
within Australian socicty. It also suggests the difficulties of satisfactorily accommodat-
ing traditional expressions of Western belief within such a vast, alien continent.’

On the international scene, Origins is always a newsletter worth reading. Published
weekly by the Catholic News Service in the USA, it is a no-frills collection of current
documents and discussions. The March 27 number of this year is chiefly given to the
Common Ground Movement, initiated by the late Cardinal Bernardin and now taken up
by Archbishop Oscar Lipscomb of Mobile, Alabama. Given the divisions in the Ameri-
can Catholic Church, the Common Ground Movement attempts to strengthen the unity
of the Church using the shared beliefs of all Catholics. This movement is itsclf already
controversial, but it may well be the way of the future and is certainly worth watching.
If you can’t get hold of a copy of Origins, try the most modern of all libraries, the inter-
net, on ‘http://www.catholicnews.com/cnsorigins.html’.

People on the Move is the journal of the Pontifical Council for the Pastoral Care of
Migrants and Itinerant People. This is not a journal of which we hcar often, but it is
already 25 years old. The June 1996 number includes an article on refugees in Asia by
Quentin Dignam.

On a matter of less weight yet of some local concern: volume 27 (March 1997) of
Liturgy News, a quarterly from the Liturgical Commission of the Archdiocese of Brisbane
carries some notes on hygiene and the common cup: with proper practice, medical opin-
ion monitored over the past ten years suggests, at worst, a ‘low risk’ of sickness being
transmitted through the sharing of one chalice among many.

Finally, I note two tributes to the late Henri Nouwen, published in The Christian
Century (March 1997}, which offer glimpses of the quirks and vulnerabilitics and needs
of one of the most gentle and compassionate of Christian writers this century. [ ]

John Honner sy is cditor of Pacifica: Journal of the Melbourne College of Divinity and
chair of the library users’ committee of the Joint Theological Library.
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Don’t bank on it

RTHUR SCHLESINGER JR, THE AMERICAN historian
whosoartfully documented Franklin Delano Rooscevelt’s
interventionist New Deal of the 1930’s, recently
suggested that the imbalance in the United States he-
tween corporate power and the public interest was still
a serious 1ssuc.

Where there had been some success in the manage-
ment of cconomic tluctuations, the same could not be
said, Schlesinger suggested, for the management of
modern corporate power, which has flourished with the
decline of the union movement and the globalisation of
business.

Much the same criticism could apply to Australia. In
a global economy, corporations and their managers are,
in a very basic way, still largely unaccountable to their
own sharcholders, let alone their workers. Corporations
are still their own creatures, with a power and general
influcence unmatched by their legally cqual co-citizens,
the average individual.

What individual sharcholder could possibly hope to
influcnce (say) the behaviour of BHIs exccutives after
theirrecentdecision to close the steelworks at Newcastle
by 19992 What union has successfully resisted corporate
downsizing or the introduction of labour-displacing tech-
nology?

Asfor government mitigating corporate reality, when
a bottom-line consideration became paramount, BHP
simply ignored its commitments to the community
despite the assistance it had received from the Federal
Government’s steel plan of the mid-1980s.

Corporate power is notably at issue in Australia’s
banking and finance scetor, which is the nation’s most
profitable corporate business. Over six months in 1996,
for example, the sector made $3.2 billion, farahead of the
resources sector or media. Only last month, in another
record profit, the National Australia Bank released a
profit figure for the six months to March this year of
$1.14 billion.

But although the finance sector is very profitable, its
success has not translated into job growth, let alone job
stability. This matters, because the finance industry is a
crucial national c¢mployer, employing about 321,600
people in finance, insurance and services to finance and
insurance in 1996.

The Finance Sector Union estimates that between
1991 and 1996 there was a 14.97 per cent decrease in the
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total number of people employed in finance, with a
20.98 per cent decreasce in the total number emploved
in insurance. Full-time employment at the four major
banks decrcasced by 31,196 hetween 1991-96, while
part-time employment increased by 9,554,

In June 1996, Treasurer, Peter Costello, initiated a
stocktake of the financial deregulation of the 1980s,
which followed the recommendations of the original
inquiry into Australia’s financial system, the Campbell
Committee report of 1981,

The Campbell Report, which the Hawke Labor
Government updated with Vie Martin’s 1984 inquiry,
led to the the first round of financial deregulation, which
saw the Australian dollar floated, controls on interest
rates lifted, capital inflows and outflows liberalised and
the entry of foreign banks.

Costcllo’s “Daughter of Campbell” inquiry,
subscequently called the Wallis Report atter its chairman
Stan Wallis, was designed to assess, among other things,
the impact of technology on banking, how efficient and
costly the financial systemis, the state-of-play of financial
and prudential regulation and, importantly, the

impact of the reforms on the cconomy and the
cevolution of the financial sector.

HERE IS A TAN FALISING RUMOUR, being spread mainly by
the union movement, that two of the big banks heavily
funded the Liberal Party at the March 1996 Federal
clectioninorder to getapproval for two policy directions:
the banks want a heavier use of technology in the finance
scctor and a relaxation of regulations that had brought
about unwelcome competition, especially in the arcas of
supcrannuation and home mortgage lending.

Whatever the realpolitik rationale tor Costello’s
inquiry, the average Australian expected an inquiry that
tried to look objectively at the issues: high bank tees, job
losses, branch closures, scemingly huge profits, and the
way our cconomic system is now managed mainly
through an often destructive monctary policy.

One of the central planks of Wallis’ final report,
which wasreleasedrecently, is thatdespite the enormous
reforms of the 1980s and the constant military-style
exhortations for greater effort from bank workers by
executives like Westpac’s Robert Joss, Australia’s
financial system nceds to be cven morce efficient and
competitive.






oligopolies of the car industry or, indeed,
Australia’s Big Four banks, arc permanent
butbeneficial realities. Competition policy
will not return the modern economy to a
frec market paradisc but bigness can bring
benefits in the form of technological
innovation, cconomics of scale and greater
prosperity.

It excesses of power do occur, as they
undoubtedly do, then they should be
controlled with countervailing sources of
power, such as government regulation or
union power, generally through pragmatic
social mechanisms that are rarely known
or describable in historical advance.

As tar as the Wallis report is concerned,
Australia’s philosophy of financial
regulation should be based on what is called
‘market failure’, an idealist position on the
above classification hecause it assumes
problems can be solved with rules, without
any significant tinkering or social adhoc-
cry. Somehow the market always knows
best.

With anccestral cchoes of last year's
sterile Audit Commission report, Wallis'’
idea is that governments should intervene
in the financial markets only it there arce
clear signs that therc is systemic risk to the
wholctinancial structure, or whatis known
as information asymmetry, so that
consumers cannot assess risk adequatcely.
In themselves these are worthy ideals.

But governments should not intervene
for what Wallis calls, somewhat
dismissively, ‘community service obliga-
tions’, an example of which would be the
government compelling the banks to
provide low-cost fees for social security
transactions. Or, more importantly, the
proposal to torce superannuation funds to
invest in small business.

The conscequences of the idea that there
is little room for social engineering in the
finance scctor are profound, but mainly as
a torm of intellectual and policy incrtia,
exemplified by Wallis’ puristic rejection of
a common phenomenon in banking, the
cross-subsidy, which can involve deliber-
ate mispricing toachicve useful social aims,
such as the way banks in Japan finance
industrial development with cheap loans.

For thosc expectingan in-depth analysis
of finance sectorjob losses, the Wallis report
isglumly deterministicin its two-paragraph
assessment:

‘Theprocess of rationalisation, including
the closure of bank branches, is likely to
occur irrespective of regulatory change,
since it is driven by the fundamental forces
unlcashed by new technologices, and other
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factors,’ the report says.

The availability of finance to small and
medium-sized businesscs,—the engine of
employment for the nation—also receives
little original coverage. Here again, as in
the case of bank fees and finance sector
employment, Wallis presents arather banal
reiteration of previously well-known opin-
ions. [tis not debt that is the problem, with
banks unwilling to take on risk, but access
to cquity and poor government regulation.

[The inquiry| found no evidence that
large numbers of SMEs have difficulty ob-
taining debe ... The inquiry did not find
cvidence of serious deficiencies in SME
debt markets,” the report says. Quoting a
submission by the Australian Business
Chamber, Wallis says the banks claim over
90 per cent of SME loan applications are

now approved, up from 70-80 per
cent a decade ago.

N WALLIS WORLD THIRL ARL somehow
unstoppable forees ereating the new finan-
cial landscape, and banks must adapt to
them. Changing consumer preferences, the
terrific pace of technological change and
the steady impact of specific types of
government  regulation,  such as
superannuation policy and taxation,
determine a social momentum of sorts,
Globalisation i1s another factor.

Efficicncy, or lower cost per unit of
output, is almost magically synonomous
for Wallis with lower price. The Wallis
report leaves you feeling that banks really

want to reduce prices and play the game but,
sadly, government regulation and the need
for more technology make this impossible.

But why would any sensible banker
reduce the price of a product, a loan ora fee,
afteranincreasein technological efficiency,
if he or she does not have to?

Wallis would say: ‘Contestable markets
will make them cut prices.” or ‘New
technologies will create competition.” But
as his own report shows, in the home mort-
gage market deregulation did not lead
dircetly to lower mortgage rates.

Only in the late 1980s, when the then
Labor government, not the market, torced
up interest rates, did the crucial difference
between what banks charge on the average
home loan and what they can borrow in the
moncy market hecome large enough for
mortgage sccuritisers like Aussic Home
Loans to get a start. Competition can
happen, but the circumstances arce highly
specific.

How do we know that technological
change will not Iead to greater profits and
greater job losses? Wallis provides no real
cluce. That would requires arcalist’s attitude,
and the abandonment of the Wallis report’s
rather sterile financial philosophy.

But without that knowledge, we cannot
safely rule out those innovative forms of
regulation that look after everyone—nor
just the banks.

Lincoln Wright is a financc writer at the
Canberra Times.
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Caught in the current

In Turkey, where the Bosphorus flows both east and west,
Christopher Houston looks at the complex intersections
of religion and ethnic politics.

REMEMBER BLING VERY SCARED, passing by
the tanks and soldiers and then through the
police cordon, my friend tugging at my arm
to keep my head down.

The crowd was large, thousands of people
with their banners, flags and slogans, con-
demning the State, daring the police to
break up the gathering.

The coffin, so small in all that fury, lay
outside the newspaper office where the
dead journalist had worked: he had been
beaten to death by police while covering a
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protest, and his hody thrown over a wall.
Walking back to the bus-stop seemed to
take for cver. We stopped outside a TV
repair shop, our attention drawn to the
large screen of one of those resurrected
boxes. It was showing a diffcrent funeral,
the funcral of one of the country’s
paramount businessmen, assassinated in
his office at about the samc time police
were truncheoning the reporter to death.
The President, the Prime-Minister, the ¢lite
of the business world—all of them were
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Small business, big risk

I's WORTH MORE THAN JUST passing notice
that it was the President of the Business
Council of Australia, Stan Wallis, who criti-
cised the government in the Budget after-
math for not using the opportunity to
articulate strategic cconomic policy. This
is the man whose report on the financial
system emphasised the importance of
fostering ‘competitive neutrality’ in the
regulatory framework. In other words he
loveshismarketraw. Yethere heisberating
Howard and Costello for not doing what
they were celected to dor govern.

Two days atter Wallis aired his views,
Howard promised that the Coalition will
seck a mandate for tax reform at the next
clection ymuch needed but you fear what
we might be offered]. While it might be casy
to get a rise from Canberra if you criticise
it’saccounting principles, it’s not so casy to
goad the Coalition to intervence in other
arcas. As well as imploring Howard to look
at tax, Wallis also asked for a clearly stated
vision for industry. With the demisce of

syndication, the retraction of tax conces-
sions available for rescarch and develop-
ment, and the carving up of DIFF at the last
budget, the business community was look-
ing for somcething solid to take their place.

It is easy to suspect that the Govern-
ment’s only planforindustry is low inflation
and industrial relations reform; however
they are making an attempt to round the
rock of industry policy that has wrecked
many a scheme in the past: venture capital
for high technology projects.

At the end of March, John Howard an-
nounced the establishment of the Small
Business Innovation Fund {SBIFin his small
business statement. Modelled on the long
standing Small Busincss Investment
Company program in the U.S. and Isracl’s
Yozma Fund, it will provide a mixture of
private and public money for investment in
commercially viable high-technology. The
scheme will offer $130 million on a 2:1
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ratio with, it is hoped, private money,
creating a pool of capital around the $200
million-dollar mark which would then be
spread across a number of funds in the $30-
$40 million-dollar range. Each fund will
invest inanumber of high-technology firms
that have annual revenuce under $4 million.
They will be required to have a minimum
of 50 per cent of their investments in carly
stage and start-up funding.

Thislast condition recogniscs that these
funds will be run by private sectormanagers
and that non-government investors will be
keen to make a good return -particularly
as profits will be skewed in their favour. 90
per cent of any return above the repayment
of the loan will go to private investors and
10 per cent will go back to the government.
Not abadlittle carner. Thisis the incentive
to balancc the risk that investors might
want to avoid by diverting capital away
trom carly stage development toward more
secure investment.

The Minister for Industry, Science and
Tourism, John Moore, believes
that the SBIF will haveabetter
chance of than
previous venture capital
initiatives because of the
addition of the profit-drive:

‘ the investment
decisions being made under
the SBIF are based entirely on
the independent decision-

making of private sector fund managers
who arc judging investments on the basis of
potential commercial return,” Moore says.
‘The decisions will not be made on the
grounds of political imperative.’

Mr Moorce suggests that the SBIF will
attract the $65 million it expects from the
private scctor as cvidenced by over 100
expressions of interest in the scheme, even
though they were only called for from this
month onwards. The funds will have a 10
year limit so as to provide investors with a
time-scale tor returns, and their structure
will be determined by the managers. All
investment, John Moore says, will be in
exchange for cquity in the investee.

Thesc funds, which arc expected to have
established themselves, invested  and
matured in about 3 to 5 years, are the core
of John Moore’s goal of kick-starting
privatcly-driven venture capital.

It has all the marks of a good plan; in fact
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it has overtoncs of the Victorian Economic
Development Corporation which operated
onsimilar principles. John Moore distances
himselt from such comparisons, as the
VEDC, in his mind, was doomed to fail
because of the absence of private sector
involvement. Yet even he qualifies such
remarks by pointingout that venture capital
is an inhcerently risky business—private
moncey can fail as casily as public moncey.

Peter Sheehan was the architect of the
VEDC as head of John Cain’s Department
of Management and Budget. Despite that
experience, he is still convinceed that ven-
turc capital needs government attention.

You might expect him to be a supporter
ot publicly-controlled investment however
his first preference is for naturally occur-
ring private venture capital, particularly
from our big companics. But as we have no
such tradition in this country, he sces a
rationale for government grant schemes.
Their main advantage over John Moore's
semi-private system is that the money is
available for investment immediately,
rather than at some time in the future.

‘We're setting up new institutions,’
Shechan says. ‘People are going to make
proposals and bid, then they're going to get
access to some moncey, and then they'll get
their processes in place ... so it's sort of 18
months probably betore we give any money
to any struggling businesses.

‘At least they're doing something about
it but it’s hard to be surc how effective it
will be—whether it will just be half a dozen
groups that take along while to do anything
much orsomethingreally substantial comes
out of it.’

John Moore admits that the SBIF is a bit
of apuntover the long term. However what
Peter Sheehan would have had the Govern-
ment do is amend cxisting arrangements to
provide sonie continuity.

‘One of the things 1 would like to have
scen is something we never do in Australia
and that is building on our past experience.
We have had a whole lot of disconnected
attempts to solve the same problem.

‘Syndicated R & D, which didn’t start
out to be such, was operating as a reason-
ably cffective venture capital program for
certain sorts of firms. The problem was that
costs were accelerating and there had to be
a company to put the tax losses into from
which the tax deductions could be sourced









native title holders, extinction—of minor-
ity rights is built on this gut fecling of
betrayal by sinister forces.

We arce furious with Senator Colston,
but we do not, I think, put Lawrence in the
same company. Nor, as one paper suggested,
is there any parallel with Brian Burke,
another former WA premier who had
problems with money. He got away with it,
for a while, becausc parliament was not
functioning. He became king, for a few
years. WA Inc was accepted, becausc it was
necessary to bypass the completely intran-
sigent upper house of the WA parliament.
The damaging consequences for public pro-
bity were vividly exposed by the Royal
Commission into WA Inc¢, which Lawrence
called. The Marks Royal Commission into
Lawrence’s memory, called by Richard
Court, merely reminded us that it takes
more than a retired judge to make an ad-
ministrative Inquiry ‘judicial’, asin a court.

There arc far worse deceptions than the
retrospectively sclf-righteous or self-justi-
ficatory recollections of an un-minuted
Cabinet discussion, or spending somcone
clse’s money on personal concerns. Why
arc there no ‘royal commissions’ into
misleading statements to parliament about
letters from foreign powers not being sent,
or revelations of conflicts of interest by
ministers, or into the flagrant lies told in
clection campaigns—not slashing the public
service, not selling off public asscts, not
driving freeways through fragile national
forest, about preserving legal aid, promot-
ing human rights for people with disabili-
tics and the aged, and cven protecting the
ABC?

The essential value of a civil socicty is
what Ronald Dworkin called‘equal concern
and respect for persons’, a moral code. We
sense that our parliamentary representa-
tives lack moral standards, yet they reflect
our own. Retribution by retrospective
Inquisitions is no substitute for effective
democratic government. It must be easier
for governments to do the right thing, than
the wrong.

When Carmen Lawrence goes to court
her ALD colleagues will probably let her go
alone, and hope she goes quietly. No doubt
they will hope she is acquitted, but her
carcer is stone dead now, anyway. I will
stand beside her. We all should. The demon
to be confounded is the corruption at the
heart of our democracy, not in hers.

Moira Rayner is a lawyer and freelance
journalist. 100252.3247@compuserve.com
is her e-mail address.
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T Awho elot of hot air
HE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT’S GREENHOUSE POLICY 1 a particular slap in the face for the nation’s
science cominunity.

On the basis of a single contentious computer model developed at the Australian Bureau
of Agricultural and Resource Economics (ABARE), the Government argues that, as a major
exporter of energy, Australia will be unduly disadvantaged by blanket targets to limit the
emission of Greenhouse gases to the 1990 level by the year 2004. Europe, Japan and even the
US have signalled a willingness to accede to these targets. And a recent paper from the
Australia Institute argues that Australia is better placed to meet the targets than most OECD
nations, because it has more slack to tighten in terms of energy efficiency and more options
with regard to alternative sources of energy.

But so strident has been the bleating of Australia at the official world forums on climate
change, that it has succeeded in having discussion of individual targets placed on the agenda
for the next meeting in Kyoto in November. Archimedes suspects that agreement to discuss
the issue is a prelude to Australia being pilloried. The plea to go easy on Australia as a special
case must be particularly galling for the nation’s scientists—the meteorologists and applied
physicists who have contributed much to development of the Greenhouse case, the research-
ers who have helped to put Australia at the forefront of those using solar power and other
forms of renewable energy, and all the applied scientists who are working at giving Australia
a technological edge in world trade.

By arguing that Australia is deserving of special treatment, the Government is suggesting
that Greenhouse is neither a serious nor urgent problem—a position which does nothing for
our standing with our Pacific island neighbours. Many Australian scientists, such as those at
the Co-operative Research Centre (CRCJ for Southern Hemisphere Meteorology and the
CSIRO Division of Atmospheric Physics, have worked hard to forge the case for Greenhouse,
in part so that the country could have time to prepare for the impact of climate change.

Last year, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change concluded for the first time
that ‘the balance of evidence suggests a discernible human influence on global climate’. This
assessment was put together by more than 200 contributing scientists from 40 countries. The
corollary is that humans can actually do something about climate change—but not yet, says
the Australian government. Many other researchers at universities, the CSIRO and at lcast
three CRCs, are investing large amounts of time and money trying to develop ways of
generating and using energy more efficiently and cleanly, and reducing cmissions of Green-
house gases. The view of the Australian Government shows little faith in their ability.

But what really staggers Archimedes is the lack of confidence in technologists implied by
the policy. Even if you don’t believe a word of what the greenies and conservationists say
about the Greenhouse effect, the fact is that all the heavyweight economies in the developed
world have decided to sign up for the Greenhouse targets, to invest in modern approaches to
production, and in technologies which reduce Greenhouse cmissions.

Special treatment on Greenhouse targets insulates Australian industry from competition
just as surely as any tariff regime. The result will be that Australian {and New Zealand)
industry will be caught in a time warp. Such a change in tack provides ‘clever countries’ with
the opportunity to move in, to develop technology to promote change, to renovate industry
for a new era. But that takes vision of the kind they support in ‘clever countries’. In Australia
the Federal Government is putting the hobbles back on industry. And the message to all those
researchers who are working hard to give Australia a technological edge is catastrophic.

Yet we can compete-—and at the very highest levels. Just recently, for instance, a group of
Monash mechanical engineers working in collaboration with the CRC for Advanced Compos-
ite Structures developed the complex software and technology to use carbon fibre in
commercial aircraft wings—the first time a composite material has been applied to the
structural elements of passenger planes. The technology could well give Australian acrospace
companies the edge in tendering for work manufacturing parts for the world’s big aircraft
manufacturers. And the spinoffs do not stop there—Dbecause the technology is applicable to
the car and plastics industries.

What these rescarchers need is Government encouragement, not whingeing about how
unfair life is. The country that was once generous, open and civilised, now comes across as
mean, isolationist and just plain stupid. |

Tim Thwaites is a freelance science writer.

Vorume 7 Numser 5 ¢ EUREKA STREET 33



Tarcrrm s rarms o

L VL DOINT ALY

What th: eye doesn’t see
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J_wn OF AUSTRALIA'S MOST ENDURING PitcLs of environmental
legislation have been Victoria’s Land Conservation Council Act
and the New South Wales Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act. The Liberal government of Henry Bolte intro-
duced the first in 1970. The Labor government of Neville Wran
introduced the sccond in 1979,

Now both are under threat by governments with the same
brand-names, if very different contents.  ff Kennett wants to
abolish the Land Conscrvation Council which has overseen the
expansion of national parks and reserves in Victoria from
4 per cent to 13 per cent of the State. Bob Carr is proposing the
most significant amendments to New South Wales’s planning
legislation in almost 20 years. New Liberal and New Labor have
cqually little regard for their forehears’ creations.

One of the similarities between these proposals is that they
both will reduce public rights of participation which govern-
ment made so much of in the 1970s but which are now decidedly
out of fashion across the country. Over the last few years the
rhetoric of ‘participatory democracy’ has almost entirely
disappeared from public lifc as governments have increasingly
emphasised the importance of cfficiency and expediting
decisions. At the same time the legislation enshrining public
rights has been curtailed, particularly where these provisions
created rights of substance.

This process has been all the more remarkable for occuring
without any hard cvidence that public or ‘third-party’ rights, as
they are often known, have either been widely abused or caused
significant delays. In fact, the few existing statistics suggest
the opposite.

For example, less than 10 per cent of appeals under South
Australia’s Planning Act between 1982 and 1993 werce brought
bv opponents of development—hardly a burden on the system.
Morcover, 31 per cent of these appeals were of such substance
that they resulted in the State’s Planning Appeal Tribunal
overturning the original decisions made by local councils, while
the Tribunal moditicd the original decision in another 43.5 per
cent of these appeals.

In other words, the Planning Tribunal saw merit in the
third party’s arguments in almost 75 per cent of cases.

For the Kennett government, however, rejection of public
participation has become a mateer of both style and substance.
Emboldened by its complete control of hoth Housces of
Parliament, it typically introd 1 the Bill abolishing th
Conscrvation Council without any public notice, let alone
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public discussion. Except for a few public servants, no-onc knew
that the Land Conscrvation Council was to bhe replaced by a
new body, misleadingly called the Environment Conservation
Council, as if it would have more regard for the environment
than its predecessor.

The great strength of the Land Conscrvation Council has
been its investigative and participatory processes. Each time it
has examined a different part of the public estate in Victoria, it
has begun by preparing a detailed report describing the arca
under investigation. All members of the public have then had
60 days in which to contest the accuracy of this rescarch report.
The Conservation Council has then prepared a series of drafe
recommendations as to what should happen to the arca.
Members of the public have then had another two months to
respond before the Council submitted its final recommenda-
tions to the government.

While this process has not put an cnd to public conflict
over areas such as East Gippsland, it has both increased the
amount of information in the public arcna and provided a
structure and context for public debate. As noted by a former
chairman of the Council, David Scott, the Act has helped
Victoria to resolve disputes over public land “with less cost and
conflict, and with a greater degree of certainty’ than any other
part of Australia.

This provision for public participation will now bc
quartered. Instcad of members of the public twice having 60
days for comment—a period often necessary given the technical
complexity of the issues involved—Kennett's Bill obliges the
new Council to give members of the public just 30 days’ notice
that it will be preparing a new report.

This opportunity for public comment may take place ina
vacuum as the Bill simply stipulates that members of the public
be informed of the subject to be examined by the new Council.
Once the Council has preparced its recommendations, they will
have no right to respond.

So what did Victoria’s Minister for Conscrvation and Land
Management, Maric Tehan, mean when as part of introducing
the new legislation she deelared: ‘No honourable member could
fail to be aware of the very significant changes which have taken
place ... in institutionalising the role of the community in the
development of public policy’. ‘Institutionalisation’ suggests
the embedding of publie rights. Yet when the Kennett govern-
n first 3 e promptly o t' departy vt
under Victoria's Planning and Environment sAct.



While members of the public nominally retained their long-
standing right to object and appeal against all development
decisions, the government slashed the public’s rights to be
notified of development applications. In doing so, it effectively
prevented them from objecting or appealing. What you do not
know about, you cannot oppose.

What then did Tehan have in mind when she boasted about
the institutionalisation of the community in the development
of public policy? She gave two examples. One was Victoria’s
Catchment and Land Protection Act of 1994 which she
described as providing ‘for substantial and regionally-based
community input into the management of land and water
resources and advice to government’. The other was Victoria’s
Coastal Management Act 1995 which, she boasted, will “ensure
that the community has a voice in determining policy for
management of these environmentally sensitive arcas’.

These Acts give members of the pub-
lic no participatory rights at all. The only
provisions to come close provide— when
the State’s new Coastal Council and Region-
al Coastal Boards prepare Victoria’s Coast-
al Strategy and Action Plans—that they
must consult any members of the public
whose interests they consider likely to be
affeccted. Bur it is left to the Council and
Boards to make this judgment. While the
Council and Boards are empowered to in-
vite public comment on their draft strategy
and plans, they are not obliged to do so.

Otherwise all the Catchment and
Coastal Acts provide for is a plethora of
Ministerial appointees to Victoria’s Catch-
ment and Coastal Councils and Regional
Catchment and Coastal Boards. In cach
case, the Acts sct out criteria for the
composition of these bodies.

For example, the Catchment Act provides that in appoint-
ing its Council, the Minister must look for ‘experience and
knowledge of land protection, water resource management,
primary industry, environmental protection and conservation
and local government’. The Coastal Act similarly provides that
up to 6 of the 11 members of its Council are to have experience
in conservation, tourism, recreation, commerce and so forth.
Burt such formulace are never capable of cither stopping politi-
cal patronage or ensuring a broad cross-section of public opin-
ion, and therc arc alrecady suggestions that the new

Councils and Boards are short on environmental
concern and long on Liberal Party membership.

BECAUSE OF Bos CARR’s BARE MAJORITY in the New South Wales
Legislative Assembly and lack of control of the Legislative
Council, he could not afford to be as cavalier as Jeff Kennett
when trying to modify the New South Wales Environmental
Planning Act. Instead his government began by issuing a series
of green papers for public discussion. Then it released a white
paper and draft legislation for further comment. A Bill is
expected soon.

What is most striking about the Labor government’s
proposals is that the existing legislation is notorious for the

inadequacy of its provisions for public participation. In marked
contrast to Victoria's Planning Act, the Environmental Plan-
ning Act in New South Wales has always confined the public’s
rights to object and appeal to a narrow list of ‘designated
developments’. The result has been that members of the public
are entitled to try to protect their local environment in the face
of noxious industries such as abattoirs or concrete batching
works but they have no rights when confronted by a new
shopping centre or high-risc apartments even if the impact on
their amenity is just as profound.

Far from repairing this deficiency, the Carr government
proposes to reduce public rights even further by expanding the
Minister for Planning’s power to take charge of ‘State significant
development’. According to the government’s whitce paper, the
current mechanisms for dealing with projects of State
significance are ‘confusing for both the applicant and the
community’. But as noted by Sydney’s Envi-
ronmental Defender’s Office, ‘the draft Bill
merely creates another two ways of dealing
with a project of State significance—if any-
thing, adding to the confusion’.

The key consequence of the new provi-
sions is that the Minister will be able to ap-
prove proposals of State significance without
public consultation or public inquiry even
though the very scale of these proposals
means that they will have a major impact
on the public at large.

Many other aspects of the draft Bill are
just as troubling. For example, the govern-
ment is proposing to shift several crucial
provisions of the Act—including those gov-
erning public notification of designated de-
velopments—to regulations which are as yet
non-existent. Even when these regulations
are made they will be much morc vulnera-
ble to amendment than their statutory predecessors.

The government also wants to reduce the criteria that
councils must consider when assessing development
applications. But while the existing list of 31 criteria is
manifestly excessive, their replacement with just five bland,
generalised conditions is equally unwarranted and will make it
much harder for members of the public to overturn develop-
ment approvals in the courts. By repealing a raft of provisions
requiring decision-makers to give reasons, the Bill will similarly
make these decisions much less susceptible to public challenge.

While Kennett’s Bill will almost certainly be enacted
without amendment, the political situation in New South Wales
means that Carr’s proposal is more open to change. But if these
proposals ar¢ implemented, members of the public will have
even less opportunity to influence what happens to their
environment. A system already biascd towards developers will
become even more so and the old adage, ‘vote early, vote ofteny’,
will gain new salience because once clection day has passed.
there will be few rights to be heard for another four years.

Tim Bonyhady is a member of the ANU’s Urban Research
Program. His books include Places Worth Keeping:
Conservationists, Politics and Law.
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SK THL AVERAGE PERSON under thirty
to name a hero of the Labor Left and the
chances are that the answer will be Gough
Whitlam—which is ironic, given that
Whitlam is a member of the right wing of
the party.

Those figures on the Left who did
bestride the national political stage, such
as Tom Uren and Jim Cairns, are now two
generations removed from the front line.
Not only has the political struggle since
their day failed to throw up comparable
contemporary figurcheads, but the Left
faction within the ALPisatalow ebb. What
docs it stand tfor, what is its vision? An
opinion poll on such ques-  _
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Left out

contributors were happily aiding and abet-
ting a Hawke government which, while
maybce not barbaric, convincingly steered
clearof anything most pcople would under-
stand as socialist,

Here was the Left’s dilemma in a nut-
shell. On the one hand it believed that
fundamental change relied on parliamen-
tary majoritics and parliamentary action,
on the other it was trapped within a parlia-
mentary party where it did not have the
numbers. In the Whitlam years it tried to
ginger up the pace, and lost the Cairns
deputy prime-ministership for its pains. In
the 1980s, it decided to take a slower and
more circuitous route. While a more

tions would sce the don't-
knows win a landslide
victory. So, whatcever hap-
pened to the Labor Left?

If there was ever a time
for the Left to reassert it-
sclt, the aftermath of
Labor’s disastrous clection
result last year should have been it. With
the Liberals slashing and burning across the
public scrvice, the ABC and the tertiary
scctor, and the ALD forced into a period of
sclf-appraisal, there was a singular opportu-
nity for the Left to fling down a challenge to
the party’srightward trajectory. There were
critics to be sure, but all were at pains to
malke it clear that no one was interested in
declaringall-out factional war. Lindsay Tan-
ner, MHR for Mclbourne and one of the
most intellectually assertive members of
the Left’s 1990s intake, entered the debate
very carly on, telling The Australian that
no onc should expect the Left to retreat to
the barricades. That was the 1970s response
and the 1990s Labor Left was a very differ-
ent beast.

Such asea change in the nature and self-
perception of the Labor Left has taken place
in remarkably short order. In 1980, Greg
Crough, Ted Wheelwright and Ted Wilshire
cdited a Penguin paperback, Australia and
World Capitalism, which brought together
the ideas of various luminarics of a broad
Left. It concluded with a reprint of a Labor
Party pamphlct by Bob Connell which
warned of a choice between socialism or
barbarism. Within threce years, many of the
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combative wing of the Labor Left
lived on in the party apparatus, in-
creasingly centred around the lcad-
crship of Kim Carr in Victoria, the
parliamentary Left took the Brian
Howe road of gentle engagement.
Supporters of thisapproach would
arguc that it achicved its suceessces.
Tanner puts it this way: ‘The victories of
the Labor Left are rarely perceived but our
defeats arc up in lights. For instance, Mabo.
That didn’t happen because the dominant
forces like Keating decided we had to do
something. The foundation on which that
was built was a climate of opinion which had
been driven mostly by the Left over many
years which finally reached a point of domi-
nance. The Access to Justice strategy—ten
new legal centres across Australia, services
for women, cteetera. The driving force with
an Attorney-General on the Right
was a junior minister on the Left.”

ENNY MACKLIN, wHO woRrkeD for Howe for
five years before becoming MHR for the
Victorian seat of Jagajaga in March 1996,
also defends the record of engagement: “The
Left must engage and be part of the debates.
If you don’t get into the debates you have no
influence whatsocever.” Now the shadow
Minister for Social Security, Aged and
Family Services, she points to the solid
defence of Medicare and policy advances on
dental scrvices as evidence of the Left’s
impact under Hawke and Keating.

But the price of such victories was that
the Left had to play its full part in a series of
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measures that many of its supporters
considered unfortunate, cven shametful
John Langmorc, who resigned last year as
MHR for the ACT seat of Fraser, admits:
‘Very few people in the Left challenged the
economic framework of what happened—
and the economic framework did great dam-
age, as with high unemployment from 1989
to 1991, It wasn't necessary for Australia to
lead the way into the recession or for it to be
so severe but the Left ministers generally
didn’t challenge it. Some of us really tried.
A small minority kept thosc issues alive
and were victimised. T was kept out of the
ministry by Keating quite explicitly.’

The Left’s bid for mainstrecam credibil-
ity meant that it prosccuted much of the
argument for the Accord within the union
movement, even though it was to mean a
sharp slump in real incomes for rank-and-
file members. The Left playedits full part in
dismembering the Builders’ Labourcrs
Federation and isolating the airline pilots’
union—Dboth punished for a militancy that

embarrassed ALD strategists. As ministers,
Gerry Hand presided over the vilification of
the boat people and their internal exile to
the holding camp at Port
Hedland, Nick Bolkus
P deported Chinese boat
KE E people, refusing to aceept
L EFT Beijing’s one-child policy
as a form of persecution,
W and Brian Howe abolished
the under-18 dole.
The Left’s conscicnee
l { twitched with Hawle’s
announcement that Aus-
tralia would send frigates to join the war
against Iraq in 1990-91. As Langmorce puts
it: ‘Eight Left members abstained from vot-
ing in the House—you can get expelled for
that. They took a big risk.” But Hawke
could afford to be magnanimous. In virtu-
ally cvery other respect he had the Lett
where he wanted it. As Langmorce admits,
Brian Howe, the Left’s caucus leader ‘con-
sciously decided that he would worle within
the parameters set by Keating and Treas-
ury’.
The Left’s decision to serve,dutifully,
an ALD government that was trailblazing
cconomic rationalism in this country was



not just a matter of expediency or caution.
It reflected what is probably the Left’s big-
gest long-term problem, its growing inabil-
ity to carve out a specific and coherent
ideological space within political lifc. When
Tanner came into politics as a Labor stu-
dent at Melbourne University in
1974, the battle lines between
Lefe and Right within the labour
movement were clearly drawn.

‘In the 1970s politics in the 7| §3
labour movement was very heav-.
ily influcnced by the Cold War.
That Cold War framework didn’t
only extend to who you sup-
portedin Nicaragua. It hadinflu-
ences that permeated throughout
the whole set of issues. Obviously uranium
mining, and US basecs. But cven domestic
and national issues would be influenced by
people’s support for or opposition to the
AMWU [mectalworkers’ union|, which just
happened to be Communist Party influ-
enced ... That battle’s over. The end result
is that whereas in the first half of the ‘80s
you had a nice simple dividing line it’s no
longer the case.’

This rapprochement is clearly linked to
two international phenomena, one being
the collapse of Stalinism, the other the
collapse of Keynesianism. For decades, even
those on the Labor Left who abhorred and
publicly criticised the one-party states in
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe
nurtured within their political psyche the
idea that somehow, somewhere, there was
something that could be politely called
‘actually existing socialism’.

When the Wall tumbled down, so did
the motivation of much of the Left—a small
exception being those on the far Left who
had argued throughout that socialism was
not defined by state control but workers’
democracy. Communist parties around the
world died of a broken heart, and those who

had looked to their intellectual
/ lead were left bereft.

HE CPA useb To Bk the brains of the
outfit in terms of the Left in Australia,
because the Left of the ALP was invariably
involved in numbers battles,” says Tanner.
‘Tts demise has been a problem, a scrious
problem. The Lefthas gone through a period
where it’s been essentially reactive.’

Just when they were at their most
vulncrable, the Left discovered that their
other main prop, Keynesian state interven-
tion, was also becoming less respectable.
Australia and World Capitalism opened
with a statement that the future of mankind

‘can no longer be left to...the so-called
marketplace’. Today it is a rare creature in
Labor’s ranks who is prepared to assault
trust in the market so bluntly. While abook
like Will Hutton'’s The State We're In, which
savaged the Thatcherite experience, might
win admirers, its prescriptions arc
still securely within the bounds of
the mixed economy. For the social
democratic Left, a softening at the
edges, ajudicious use of government
funding to complement the private
sector, is about the most on offer.

Tanner, who is happy to call him-
self either a left social democrat or a
democratic socialist, sumsitup: ‘The
Left has gradually come to terms
with the floating of the dollar, deregula-
tion, reduction of protection. I'm essentially
an intcrnationalist by instinct. I was writ-
ing stuff critical of Wheelwright in the mid-
'80s. The sort of view they put is now like
a Briton in the 1830s ranting about what
will we do against enclosures. The recipe of
20 years ago is no longer all that relevant.
[But| the Left is still basically opposed to
privatisation and instinctively to deregula-
tion.’

Langmore is prickly at accusations that
the Left has lost the ‘vision thing’, pointing
to his co-authored book, Work For All: Full
Employment in the Nineties, its attacks on
the ‘economic fundamentalists’ and its
proposals for cuts to defence spending, a tax
on foreign exchange transac-

difficult ones to defend. The Left’s problem
continues to be, however, translating that
concept into practical politics. It needs to
convince both current and former Labor
voters that there is an alternative to the
economic rationalist policies that drove so
many of the low-paid and unemployed first
into the arms of the Coalition and then on
into the grasp of Pauline Hanson. Yet there
have been no signs so far, more than a year
into the Howard government, that the Left
has something different to say.

Pauline Hanson's maiden speech was
greeted by a dcafcening silence from the
Labor benches, both back and front. As the
debate on her position continucs, the Labor
Left has been no more willing to come out
and risk upsetting potential voters with a
defence of multiculturalism than has their
leadership. It would scem there is no distine-
tive Left position on job losses at BHP or
threats to union rights in Western Australia.

When the Liberals announced the sale
of three airport leases in May, the Left was
silent—it had supported such a move at the
1994 ALP conference in Hobart. Even more
shocking was the support for vouchers for
higher education expressed by Left shadow
Minister Peter Baldwin. This writer
remembers when vouchers were no more
than afond dream among the zealot wing of
Margaret Thatcher’s Conservatives.

Historically, the Left has always drawn
its strength by standing against the strcam,

by risking offence to respect-

tions, and a modest increase
in public spending in labour-
intensive social services. Yet
its starting point is still firmly
grounded in the understand-
ing that ‘markets provide the
framework for the economy,
but they require the balancing influcnce of
governmentregulation and of publicly funded
community services and infrastructure to
improve, notonly equity, butalso efficiency’.
It’s a far cry from socialism or barbarism.

So what is it that the Left can claim as
its own? What values can it stake out and
defend against its own inner-party rivals
and the Coalition? For Macklin the Left
‘still comes from a very strongsocial justice
perspective—a perspective of building
communities as opposed to user pays’. For
Tanner the old class structures are in decay,
the Cold War certainties are in the dustbin
of history—what remains 1is ‘the
fundamental difference that lies at the core
of all political discourse in oursociety—the
group versus individualism’.

As positions go, neither are such bad or
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ablc opinion, and by supporting
those workers or community
groups that dare tostruggle. The
Left’s leverage within the ALP
has never come from well-
crafted documents but from a
willingness to be the voice of
those who resist.

As Tanner points out, the prominence
and political weight of the likes of Uren and
Cairns camc from thce mass movement
against the Vietnam War. If the Left turns
its back on the protesters of today, it loses
any ability to shift the debate. Yet that is
the path down which it appears to be head-
ing.

If Lindsay Tanner were to go back to
Melbourne University today as the 18-year-
oldhe onccwas, an 18-ycar-old who wanted
to change the world, would he embrace the
ALP? ‘Iprobably wouldn’t join. Why would
[want tobe in Labor?’ That’s the conundrum
the Labor Left has to solve, orrisk co-option
and political extinction.

David Glanz is a freelance journalist.
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Cruir bs from high table

i Sentor Comaon Room s bustling.
Bright lights give the room the appearance
of a stage set. Lam trying to open a bottle of
wine, as a large video camera behind my
shoulder records the event. The corkserew
breaks off in the cork. T give up and let the
Dean liberate the wine.

A crew from Sixtv Minutes is filming a
‘High Table’ formal dinner foraprogram on
Peter Cameron, the Principal of St Andrew’s
College, University of Sydney. Cameron, a
Presbyterian minister, has been charged
with hevesy. The bell rings and we troop
upstairs to the Dining Hall. Upstairs my
academic gown brushes past a flimsily-
crected lamp and brings it crashing to the
tloor. The students give a brict cheer, 1
didn’tknow thad suchatalenttor slapstick.
Thanks to the camera crew thercisanceven-
morce-than-usual  air ot unreality
surrounding the formal dinner.,

I first met the Reverend Dr Peter
Camecron before becoming a tutor-in-
residence at St Andrew’s College in 1992,
Hce was engaging, and good at putting one at
case. He could even be described as
charismatic; he scemed to promise so much.

He had attended the same school as
James Bond (not Scan Conneryland had had
three carcers before leaving Scotland to
become Principal at St Andrew’s. He had
been a solicitor, an academic, and a
Presbyterian minister. He seemed both
wholly suited to, and far too good for, St
Andrew's College. To begin with, he was
part of the Church; St Andrew’s was—
nominally at least—a Preshyterian college.
As he showed me around the College that
day he pointed out the portrait of Samuel
Angus, Professor of New Testament at the
College’s Theological Hall (1914-44]). ‘He
has pride of place’, he said. Angus had also
been accused of heresy (though he died
before a trial began). This was at lcast 18
months before Peter’s trial. Cameron was
found guilty, and he subsequently resigned
from his ministry. These experiences are
detailed in Heretic {1994). In Finishing
School for Blokes Cameron writes about
the cvents which led to his second
resignation, from St Andrew’s College.
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There are two main aspects to Finishing
School for Blokes. The first [and most
sensational exposcélis the behaviour of the
students. The second, and real reason for
Camecron’s resignation, is the nature of the
College Council and how it led to an
argument over the college becoming co-
cducational.

The student ‘culture’ is described bv
Cameron as revolving around ‘beer, chicks
and footy’. Students engage in massive
drinkingbinges and such delighttul pursuits
as spew competitions, the “Walkabout’
(being dropped in the bush and having to
make your own way back}, and the
perpetuation of the seemingly-incradicable
‘fresher’ system in which freshers are
ritualistcally degraded so that they may
become ‘humble’ and thercfore ‘one of us’.

As Principal, Cameron took a lenient
view on student behaviour. He is proud of
not viewing students as the ecnemy or a
necessary cvil, as he claims most other
college masters do. He argues that College
isn’t a cage, a Principal isn't a hcadmaster.
But there is no tertiunm quid in Cameron’s
thinking about students and regulation.
For instance, while agrecing that a 48-hour
drinking binge is not a good thing, he
believes the only way to avoid such
bechaviour is to have a dry college {an
oxymoron, as he notes). But surely there is
amiddle way. Once need not ban drinking to

ensure students don’t so heroically
over-consume.

AMERON BELIEVES THAT A non-interven-
tionist policy with regard to students’
behaviouris necessary for the experience of
being at college:

The essential difference between the
College and the University as it is now, is
that in the College the students get an all-
round cducation while in the University
they learn about their subject. The two of
course should not be incompatible, but
they are incompatible if you are one of the
nine-to-five students, and regard your
lectures and seminars and cxams as the
only important thing in life and treat the
College as simply a place to live.

INL 1997

This strikes me as disingenuous, and
the reference to treating ‘the College as
simply a place to live’ confusingly blurs the
distinction first sct up. In any case,
Camecron’s argument is undermined by his
other comments about the College. Here,
as elsewhere, he scems to be writing
idealistically. Certainly the culturcless
culture and the misogyny arc not presented
as parts of ‘an all-round education’. And it
is the Andrewsman who is later found to
suffer trom the unfortunate delusion that
exams arc the most important thing in a
tertiary cducation.

It would be wrong, however, to think
that Camcron wasn’t interested in better-
ing the College. With the support of his
Fellows he introduced prizes, broadenced
the SCR, and brought morc postgraduates
into the College. He also supported the
tuition of the students. My own experience
illustrates something about his character.
In the two years Twas at St Andrew’s | had
two students; the same two in both vears.
Luckily they were loyal. Luckily, also,
Cameron was prepared to pay me for these
tutorials {they could casily have been
‘rationaliscd’ out of existencel.

This also says something about the
students of St Andrew’s, Notmany students
did English and fewer were interested in
extra tuition. After tutorials, 1 would walk
across theoval toourhumblebut anomalous
flat in the ‘Fellows’ Lodge’. In winter a faint
mist would rise from the oval while, high
above, great lamps gave a bright, other-
worldly illumination, allowing the rughby
team to train. There was never a problem in
getting students to sports training.

Cameron is not so much e¢xposing the
students (about which he is in two minds)
but exposing the Council. Less exciting to
the media is the real exposé of Finishing
School for Blokes, that of the Council’s
behaviour and the lack of leadership allowed
to the Principal. Central to this is the issuc
of co-education.

The Australian media have treated
Camcron very well. He is seen as adefender
of women’s rights and a much-nceded
progressive, fighting against the blight of









clerical culture, mostly serious but some
quite droll. Carrncither pursued innovation
nor was a drag on progress. He was a
meticulous planncerand had clear prioritics.
Primary education came before sccondary
as he firmly told the Christian Brothers,
while Newman College was founded only
at the end of his regime—and with a large
private bequest. He kept even the Jesuits in
what he thought was their proper place,
genial though he was. He was always
‘courteous, considered and accurate’.

Carr set high standards for his clergy but
did not lack compassion. He had no trouble
from William O'Brien who had ‘fought his
way through Sydncey and Goulburn before
reaching Melbourne’. O’Brien had tangled
with his bishop over the distribution of
Easter Dues and was transferred. He refused
to go to the new parish ‘because he found
the housekeeper irresistible’! His bishop
‘thought he had heard them all but had no
answer to that’. O'Brien finally imbibed
‘the wrong spirits at the annual spiritual
Retreat” and had to head south. However,
Carr could himsclf write out a priest’s

resignation foragrave sin contra pudicitiam
et temperantiam but would not actually
mention sexual sin or drunkenness.

‘Marvellous Melbourne” was an appro-
priate place not just for Carr's diplomatic
talents but for his cogent and courteous
polemics. He entered public controversy
not through obiter dicta from aloof pulpits
or ccclesial platforms which brooked no
dissent, but boldly in the press and public
debate. He also wrote elegant apologetics.
His Lectures and Replies, published in 1907
by the Australian Catholic Truth Socicty
was voluminous. However, whether, inret-
rospect, combating Protestant heresy and
the Bible in State Schools rather than creep-
ing Australian sccularism consumed too
much energy, is an issue which Boland faces.

Boland deals justly with the increase in
sectarianism and the foundation of the
Australian Catholic Federation in the years
before the First World War. And deftly with
the arrival of Mannix and his aggravation of
anti-Catholicism and the subscquent
embitterment over the Easter Rising.

His penultimate chapter is entitled Via
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Crucis to highlight not just Carr’s last ill-
ness but also the vicious controversies that
clouded this irenic man’s last years. Oral
tradition in M¢lbourne had Carr waking in
anguish cach Monday morning before
perusing the newspapers to sce what his
pugnacious coadjutor had said the day before.

Mannix capped St Patrick’s with spires
in late 1939 but Carr had completed the
body of the Cathedral in 1897. The cente-
nary is a ficting year for Fr Boland to eclipse
cven his biography of Archbishop Duhig
and restore Carr to his rightful place in
Meclbourne’s episcopal pantheon.

The rescarch has been astonishing,
ranging from such obvious places as the
Mclbourne, Dublin, Galway and Roman
College archivesto thosc of the Little Sisters
of the Poor in suburban Northcote to leg
work in Galway and Mclbourne. In tact, it
involuntarily makes out a case for a third
statuc in St Patrick’s forccourt.

James Griffin is an historian. He wrote the
entry on Archbishop Danicl Mannix in the
Australian Dictionary of Biography, Vol 10.

Irish dark glasses

RELAND, FOR GOD KNOWS HOW LONG, has
provided the English speaking world with
some of its brighter literary lights. It is so
much a cliché that the Irish arce the only
national group who dominate the first
cleven of modernism that we tend to forget
the older, less dodgy, truth—Ilong ago
enunciated by Northrop Frye—that from
Ben Jonson to Harold Pinter the major
dramatists of the English stage {just think
of them: Congreve, Sheridan, Shaw, Wilde,
Synge, O’Casey, Beckett) have cither kissed
the blarney orresiled from that stony touch
into something better.

In fiction and poetry things have been
different but not less distinguished. How
could they be, in a century in which Joyce
has called the tunc, where experimentation
or the resistance to experimentation was
concerned and where Yeats was so clearly,
as Hugh Kennerputit, the poet most parallel
to Shakespeare: the acknowledged master
of the old, who goces on in his later work,

alive to Pound and Eliot but doing otherwise,
torenovate himself and play the modernists
at his own grandiloquent version of their
game, all the richer for being leaner than he
was. Heancey may not be Yeats but he has
something like the same combination of
common touch and high standing. And
Beckett and Flann O’Bricen, though they are
not Joyce, will compare with any others
who have come after them. And so it goes
on with the Colm Toéibins and the John
Banvilles.

Thatisonelreland, theIreland of literary
achievement, the Ireland of which Samuel
Beckett spoke when, in an invocation of
darkerrealities and historical preconditions
he said, ‘It was the English. They buggered
us into glory’.

Butif the English buggered theIrish into
literary glory and Beckett, choosing his
words, in French, did not allow the verb to
pass as dcad metaphor, there is also the long
rape of the country as a whole, and in its
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parts, from outside and from within, which
forms the terrible matter of Ireland that is
perforee part of anyone’s myth of contem-
porary history.

It might seem odd to any contemplative
Martian that the Troubles that haunt Joyce
like a prophecy—all that talk about Parnell
as a ‘dead king’, Bloom’s words in the face
of the Citizen, ‘I'm talking about love. 1
mean the opposite of hatred’—and which
arc given their edge of triumphalism as well
as tragedy in Yeats’ cvocation of ‘terrible
beauty’, are still there to blight the people
of Northern Ireland and worry those in
Dublin while causing the odd moment of
chaos and catastrophe in the Britain Tony
Blair has inherited, raising great hopes in
this area as in so many others.

If Blair somehow lays to rest the angry
ghost of the Irish question, the images of
hatred and clamour will not go away, but
they will be relegated to the mythopaeia of
books. Not that they have failed to have
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compromise on quality if it mecans more
customers. He's a little bit like Pascal, the
successful restaurateur-cum-showman
from across the road. To help his struggling
friends out, Pascal offers to bring a big-time
jazz muso to their place for dinner. In his
honour the finest of meals is prepared and
cverybody plays their part in its prepara-
tion, its consumption and its, at times,
uncomfortable digestion.

In this film performances are the key.
Tony Shalhoub and Stanley Tucci as Primo
and Secondo are stylish and mcasured, lan
Holm and Isabella Rossellini as Pascal and
his wandering wife Gabriella give the film
drive, and Minnic Driver plays Sccondo’s
girlfriend Phyllis with knowing innocence.
The final scenc is uncluttered and simple,
yet nicely crafted—a little bit like a good
pasta sauce. —Jon Greenaway

Model history

Beaumarchais, dir Edouard Molinaro
(independent). Molinaro (La Cage Aux Folles
1978)has attemptced a light comic treatment
of the life of Picrre-Augustin Caron de
Beaumarchais, inventor, businessman, arms
dealer, musician, spy and librettist of The
Barber of Seville and The Marriage of Figaro.
Bascd on Sacha Guitry’s unstaged play
Beaumarchais, it races from 1770 Paris
through a bewilderingscries of settings: thea-
tres, dressing rooms, ballrooms, palaces,
Louis XV’s private office, on board ship, in
London, in Amecrica, in a courtroom, in
Louis XVI's private office, mob scences, bed-
room scenes, in prison cells, in carriages ...

What becomes all too obvious after a
fcw minutes is that the same thirty or so
very attractive young extras arc going to
appcar in every onc of the many crowd
scenes throughout the feature. It becomes a
minor obsession to single out an indelibly
1990s’ modcl-agency mien smeared with
mud under a mob cap or gazing limpidly
from behind a jewelled fan.

Fabrice Luchini, as Beaumarchais, would
have been more comfortable in La Cage
Aux Folles, onc fecls, as a drily discreet
doorman or head waiter who could have
ushered main characters out of any night-
club with panachc and sympathy. What his
affectless charm can not support is a per-
sona that could bargain insolently with
kings for the futurc of the Amecrican revolu-
tion, while using scurrilous pamphlets and
plays to incitc the Paris mob to riot.
Luchini’s Beaumarchais is rushed through
so many historical tableaux that he only

has time to register a smirk or a raised
cyebrow. The other actors just manage to
register their presences. Fun history for
schoolboys. —ULucille Hughes

Love and...

True Love and Chaos dir. Stavros Andonis
Efthymio (independent). This film has some
of the most important ingredients for aroad
movice: lots of highway, an old Ford, guns,
drugs, billiard balls, mystery men and
psychos. With all this to work with, we
should get a classic tale of a trip from
Meclbournce to Perth. What we have instead
is an at times touching cxploration of
emotional turmoil. It’s good on the true
love but doesn’t pay up on the chaos.

Mimi [Miranda Otto) is driving from
Meclbourne to Perth to sce her estranged
Mother. Her boyfriend Hanif (Naveen
Andrews} is rcluctant at first but then is
very keen to get away, with his hapless
fricnd Dean {Noah Taylor) in tow. Along
the way they bump into the enigmatic
Morris {Hugo Weaving) a bearded, shaman-
like musician. As the four negotiate their
feclings, which become more confused with
cach mile they travel, Dean’s dangerous
brother is in pursuit of a package that
they’re carrying in the boot. By the time
they get to Perth things hot up.

This is a follow-up by the tcam that
put together the boon Love and Other
Catastrophes, and is marked by some
classy moments, many of them provided
by Hugo Weaving, who, as Morris gives
the stand-out performance. No high-
lights come from Ben Mcndcelsohn—he
denies the unstable Jerry ceven the hint
of menace. For my liking, the ending
was forced, but it certainly throws up a
surprise. If you liked Love and Other
Catastrophes you can take this on trust.

—TJon Greenaway

C unkers

Swingers dir. Doug Liman{independent).
If you'd like to know what single LA
guys are up to after dark, Swingers just
might be the flick for you. If you can
imagine mixing Love and other
Catastrophes with Seinfcld in a high-
ball glass, you'd get a taste of Swingers.
But like an oddly mixed cocktail, you
drink it quick and forget it smartly too.
When Mike | Jon Favreau] splits up
with his long-time girlfriend his mates I‘

drag him into their committed bachelor
ways. They try teaching him the finer arts
of the pick-up line, of extracting phone
numbers from ‘beautiful babies,’[sic]. No
amount of coaching however will convince
Mike to wait the required number of days to
secure his catch. But his friends, especially
Trent (Vince Vaughn), are committed to
upping his bachelor status and continue to
includec him in the ultimate compliment
category—'Mike you're money, you'rereally,
really money.’

This is a film about LA men, the imma-
ture, nintendo-playing types who just can’t
commit to anything longer than a shot of
Tequila . It's a film about how they talk to
their best friends, to women and why.

Being a young woman [ can’t vouch for
the authenticity of its voice, but I can
guarantce the odd genuine laugh and
poignant moment. But the poignant too often
slips into the puerile. Nothing could he
much more nauscating than the LA parties
and nite-club entertaimment (not to men-
tion the pick-up lines). But 1 guess if you're
bored with all that you can always jump in
the car with Mike and Trent, and scoot
down to Las Vegas, wherc even if youlosce all
your cash you’ll be * money, really moncey.’

—Siobhan Jackson

Australian
Book Review

n e june issue:

Andrew Riemer reviews
Louis Nowra's Red Nights

Jocelynne Scutt on Love and Freedom
Robert Drewe on Fleeting Attraction

Extract from Nicholas Jose's new novel
The Custodians
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