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Telling it straight

AST OCTOBLR, THREE GAY MEN received communion in
St Patrick’s Cathedral in Melbourne. So what? you object. Surely
that many and morce do so every day. Indeced they do, and not only
there but all over the world. What was different about that day was
that the men were expecting a refusal. But something went wrong;:
Cathcedral authorities later said that the priests distributing com-
munion had not realised the significance of the men’s rainbow
sashes. As a resulg, the confrontation could only be held at second
hand in the pages of the press. Last month there would be no
mistake—on citherside. This time the stand-off was well-prepared,
clearanddramatic. The paradox is that those demonstratingactually
got what they were, on one level at least, hoping for: widely
publicised rejections by Archbishop George Pell in Melbournce and
Bishop Patrick Power in Canberra, rejections that scem to have
succeeded in marshalling public opinion in lines as fixed and
unlikely to converge as church pews.

The moment of communion is not, almost by definition, the
place for arguing the complexitics of any issue, let alone once as
involved and volatile as sexuality. It is a moment in which we
celebrate the unity chatunderlies our diversity, ourunity as brothers
and sisters around the table set forus by a loving God. The cucharist
is the family table of the Christian community, and like all family
tables can sometimes become a bactleground if issues between
members are not dealt with at other times—that is the stuff of many
a film script. But vou win no points by showing up at Christmas
dinnerspoiling for the fight left unfinished last vear and unaddressed
in the meantime. Family celebrations are not the time to turn up,
tight with your parents and dare them not to feed you. Rainbow
Sash’s demonstrations at the cucharist are perhaps more likely to
sct back the cause of gay people in the Church than to advance it.

Perhaps, though, they feel that the cause is going nowhere, so
any movement is better than the present stagnation. A great deal is
at stake and so quict resignation is not an option: young people
agonising over theirhomosexuality commitsuicide; wearcataloss
to know how to help them understand and accept themscelves; gay
peopleare threatenedandattacked, and the attackers quote scripture;
many arc alicnated from family and church or even driven out; the
Vatican has argued chat discrimination against gay people is
acceptable. In many places gay people do not find the respect that
the Church teaches is cheir right.

The sticking poi is, as Archbishop Pell put itin his statement
on the occasion, ‘the Church’s teaching on this matter cannot, will
not, change’. Catholic moral pasitions are not argued from scripeural
authority but from so-called natural law. The Catholic tradition
has long heliceved that ethical imperatives derive not from the
arbitrary and changeable pronouncements of authority but from
the very nature of things, from the way the world actually works.
That is what is meant by ‘objective’ moral norms. They are there
‘written’ as it were innature and so any rational person can discern
them. The Church, then, has considered it its task not to lay down
the law or cven to deduce it from a priori assumptions, but rather
to reflect ever more carefully on the evidence of human experience
and obscrvation, and so to teach—nccess: ' tentatively—what
scems to be the nature of things and kind of human action appropriate
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to that. For this reason, Church moral teachings do in fact change.
Morc evidence and further reflection lead to different conclusions.
Slavery, once seen as part of the natural order of things, is now clearly
condemned. Democracy, once anathematisced as a pernicious crror,
is now cxtolled. Torture, once an aceepted practice of the Inquisi-
tion, is now rightly denounced. There has actually been some
development in the Church’s understanding of homosexuality in
recent years. Official statements have at least recognised that some
people are innately homosexual. That may not scem much, but it
is certainly better than understanding homosexuals to be people

who are innately heterosexual but who for some reason are

twisting their own sexuality—like the prison-cell rapist.

HE ONGOING CONTROVERSY over this matter raises another issue:
the difference between genuinely teaching and merely telling,
We fail as teachers if we can do no more than repeat the same
statement in responsce to our pupils’ scepticism or lack of under-
standing. We need tofind everclearerand more convineing evidenceg;
we must be able to take various approaches to a question. Above all,
teachers must listen to those they would teach, so that they know
what approach is needed and so that their own positions and methods
can be challenged and refined. If we truly accept and want to
convince others that morality is objective and in the very nature of
things, then we need to take into account all the evidence of
experience and observation. We cannot evade the growing evidence
that cven among clergy and religious, who have all the ‘spiritual
helps' recommended by the catechism, the policy of quict denial
has too often been a spectacular failure. We cannot ignore, on the other
hand, the examples of heroie fidelity and tender care shown by gay
couples in the AIDS epidemic—they surely call into question the
view that homosexual relationships are fundamentally selt-indulgent,

There is a great deal more to such relationships than merely
physical acts or ‘the sexual act’ as Archbishop Pell calls it. In these
days when the threat of AIDS seems to have receded somewhat for
gay people, the community is asking itsclf what there is to be
Iearned trom all this, what kind of life to live and what values to
promotc. Even Larry Kramer, the famously confrontative gay writer
and activist, 1s arguing in favour of monogamy and fidelity in the
pages of the New York Times. This moment is a golden opportunity
for a church that feels it has something of value to teach about
human lite and relationships. But if we cannot see beyond the
physical and recognisc the deeper matters of companionship and
mtimacy, of love and fidclity, we have little to offer a group of
people struggling with these issues.

There are those who are sceptical that the Church can develop
its moral thinking in the present climate. Yet there is hope. The
most obvious recent example is the amending of the catechism to
take account of the present Pope’s conclusion that there are in
practice virtually no circumstances in which capital pumishment
can be morally justified. Imagine the chaos that might ensue it
acceptance of that teaching were to become a litmus test for
reception of the eucharist.

Daniel Madigan sy is Eurcka Street’s publisher.
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Santama: al

From W.]. Byrt

Commentaries on Bob Santamaria
following his death were mainly
favourable. Surprisingly so, perhaps,
in view of the fact that he was such
a controversial figure. Perhaps a case
of de mortuis ...? The commentary
ranged from the completely eulogis-
tic——'the greatest son produced by the
Catholic community of Melbourne’—
to others marked by some hedging—
‘1 do not agree with all his views/
policies but one must admire s
intelligence, articulatencess, energy
and courtesy.’

But what motivated him? What
kept Archbishop Mannix’s ‘little
dynamo’ running for over 60 years?

To me, the key to his motivation
seems to lic in his obsessive pursuit
of an endless succession of causes:
e An alleged admiration Hr
Mussolini. He wrote that the Rome—
Berlin Axis was ‘... the unnccessary
anddisastrous consequence of Antony
Eden’s highly touted diplomacy over
Abyssinia and Spain .../

e Aggressive support, during his
last yearat sccondary school in 1931,
for the belcaguered Scullin Labor
Government.

e Support for the Franco/Nationalist/
Rebel side in the Spanish Civil War.
* Advocacy of some sort of social
democratic cconomic/social policies
based on papal cencyclicals and
Chesterbelloc distributism.

e Rural policies pursucd as
sceretary of the National Catholic
Rural Movement.

e The anti-communist crusade—
the Movement.

¢ Attacksoncapitalism, cconomic
rationalism and materialism.

e Advocacy of conscrvative
Catholicism.

Machiavelli wrote ‘... all armed
prophets have conquered and
unarmed ones failed.” Santamaria
conquered {though did not neces-
sarily succeed) in the case of the
anti-communist crusade, but not in
pursuing the other causes.

In his crusade he was armed by:
the patronage of Archbishop Mannix;
the organisational structure of the
Catholic Church (a priesthood
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mostly obedient to the wishes of
their archbishopl; the tribal loyalty
of most parishes to the Movement
newspaper News Weekly; the
co-operation of politicians and union
officials who felt threatened by
communists and their allies; the Cold
War atmosphere; and the strength of
the Liberal Party.

While Santamaria did not save
Australia from the communist
threat—Australian communism
collapsed from its own internal
contradictions—the results of the
anti-communist crusade read like a
damage report after a cyclone has
swept through: the split in the
Australian Labor Party; over 20
years of one-party rule in the

COUNSELLING

If you or someone you
know could benefit from
professional counselling,

please phone

Martin Prescott,
BSW, MSW, MAASW.

Individuals, couples and
families catered for.
179 Centre Rd,

Bentleigh 3204
ph (03) 9557 8525

JuLy/AucGusT 1998

Commonwecalth, Victoria and
Queensland; the ‘short unhappy life’
of the Democratic Labor Party; the
destruction of political carcers of
many, including some Movement
supporters; and the creation of bitter
divisions within political partics, trade
unions, the Catholic Church, familics
andinsocial relationships generally.
Bob Santamaria should not be
demonised, nor should he be raised
to the status of sccular saint. He was
apersonof outstanding abilities with
some admirable personal qualities.
His main claim to fame comes from
his activities in the anti-communist
crusade, the results of which still
give rise to widely different
judgments. Some years ago he stated
that he had failed in practically
everything he he  tried to achiceve.
In the first edition of his auto-
biography he wrote: ‘As for being
right when others were wrong, the
narrative reveals too many errors of
judgement and mistakes in action.’
Even the present trend back to
conservative Catholicism owes
little, if anything, to his influence.
William Byrt
Brighton, VIC

Santar aria ll

From Brian A. Peachey

That you published such a hateful,
shallow article, ‘The Santamaria
Legacy’ by James Griffin (Eurcka
Street, April 1998) is more an
indictment of you than of poor James
Griffin.

As the editor, you had the right
and indeed the duty to reject such a
bitter, subjective criticism of an
outstanding Australian.

James Griffin writes under the
title of an historian, but much of his
petty diatribe (glaring parts arc
historically inaccuratelis unsubstan-
tiated speculation, unbecoming to a
genuine historian.

As the State Seeretary of the DLDP
in Western Australia from 1957 to
1964 and a member of the Federal
Exccutive, Lknow and can document
that it is simply not true to say that
‘during its existence [the DLP| virtu-
ally shelved soci relfare policies’.

rian A. Peachey
Woodlands, WA






Checked out

From Dr Maric Louise Uhr, National
Convenor, Ordination of Catholic Women
I'm puzzled why Dr Dowd (Letters, Eureka
Street, June 1998] is unclear about which
response of Cardinal Ratzinger I was
referring to in my 1 er in Eurcka Strect,
April 1998. In my letter, Igave the reference
as National Catholic Reporter {abbreviated
to NCR]J 6 Junc 1997.

Had Dr Dowd consulted the National
Catholic Reporter he would have found the
cditorial in that issue discussing a news
conference given by Cardinal Ratzinger in
January 1997, at which the Cardinal stated,
in reference to the ordination of women,
that ‘these matters are not contained in the
deposit of faith’ {the words I quoted) and
concluded that rejecting them ‘would not
be heresy in the strict sense of the word.’
Nowhere did 1 refer to Responsum et
Dubium—the date of the reference might
have made that obvious. Of course, it's
usually better to check a reference than to
suggest intellectual dishonesty.

Marie Louise Uhr
Cook, ACT

A question of
obedience

From the Revd Sarah Macneil, Joint Rector,
Anglican Parish of the Southern Monaro
[haveread with interest the correspondence
prompted by Professor Hilary Charlesworth’s
article ‘No Principled Reason’ (Eureka Street,
November 1997). The  :vd Dr Christopher
Dowd’s spirited defence of the doctrines of
the Catholic Churchisimpressive and will,
I trust, redound to his credit in the
Archdiocese of Melbourne. However, he
has failed adequately to address the points
raised, either by Professor Charlesworth or
by Dr Marie Louise Uhr |Letters, Eureka
Street, April 1998).

ldonot wish here to enterintoa detailed
critique of the Revd Dr Dowd’s approach
nor, indeed, to pick up on the many niggling
little points such as his criticism of Dr Uhr
for not citing a reference which she did in
tact cite. Rather, [ wish to discuss the nub
of the argument which, 1 believe, Dr Dowd
rcached, perhaps unwittingly, in his first
letter (Eureka Street, March 1998), with his
quotation of Acts 5:29 ‘'We must obey God,
not man’.

The discernment of the will of God 1s
not a straightforward matter. Those who
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support the ordination of women are not
being wilful or wantonly disobedient. They
genuinely believe that the exclusion of
women from the ordained ministry docs
notreflect the will of God. It is not seriptural
{Pont cal Biblical Commission 1976,
American Catholic Biblical Association
1979, Catholic Biblical Association of
Australia 1995). It is, they believe, the
tcaching of men—sincere, learned men,
steeped in the teachings of the Church, but
human noncthcless.

The documents of Vatican II acknowl-
cdge the role of the whole Church in the
discernment of the will of God for
humanity. ‘The holy people of God shares
also in Christ’s prophetic office’ {Lumen
Gentium, 12). In an issue as central to the
life of the Church as this, itis disappointing
that the hicrarchy of the Catholic Church
has chosen to attempt to muzzle debate,
rather than to encourage wide-ranging and
open discussion amongst the community
of the faithful.

Sarah Macneil
Bombala, NSW
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Universal franchise

From Tom Round

C.]. Dean’sletter ‘Electoral Surgery’ (Eurcka
Street, May 1998) targets the problem of the
current electoral arrangements in most of
Australia. Like him, I've lived in several
different clectorates but have usually been
‘represented’ by a politician whom I voted
against. The figures show that thousands of
Australians—usually around 45 per cent—
who vote at cach election are notionally
‘represented’ by a candidate of an opposing
political party in the House of Representa-
tives or their State lower house.
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Using proportional representation for
the Senate and some State upper houses
alleviates things to somue cxtent so far as
party affiliation is concerned. But it also
means that small circles of party pre-selec-
tors get to hand-pick the individual
represcntatives, while ordinary voters have
little say. Most Senators and MLCs wou
keep their scats even if they refused to
answer a single constituent’s letter.

C.J. Dcan’s proposal of two-member
electorates with a Senior and a Junior
Member having votes of different weight,
as the majority choice and the runncr-up, is
an innovative suggestion. However, an
assembly’s procedure can get complicated
when members have differently-weighted
votes—as the National Union of Students
{NUS) Conference shows.

Also, it’s not clear what ext  weight
the Senior Member’s vote shoul  have if
this must be uniform across all electorates.
Sixty to 40 would be too high for the
marginal-secat MP who scrapes in with 50.1
per cent of the votes, but too low for the
candidatc clected with 65 percent or 70 per
cent in a safe electorate.

Morcover, under this system there
would still probably o: - be one candidate
per party, making it almost impossible to
sack a non-performing MP. The real
parliamentary drones wouldn’t mind having
their voting power reduced as long as they
get to keep their car, chauffeur, office space
and travel allowance.

An alternative which solves the
problems C.J. Dean has identified is the
Hare-Clark proportional representation
system used in Tasmania for 90 years, and
now adoptedinthe ACT. With5or 7members
perelectorate, all political parties and inde-
pendents with sizeable support win seats,
There’s no need to fix an arbitrary figure for
the majority’s voting weight; instead, whether
an electorate’s representation is shared 4-3,
or 5-2, or 3-3-1is determined in proportion
to the votes cast. Almost every voter has access
to a representative they actually voted tor.

Optional preferences, rotated ballot-
papers, and absence of ‘above-the-line’
voting forparty tickets:  nean that partics
cannot dictate which o 1eir five or seven
candidates get elected. There are no safe
seats. As a result, the Hare-Clark system
combines the best of both worlds with the
defects of neither: it combines the Senate’s
proportionality of party numbers with the
Housc of Representatives’ accountability
of individual MPs to the voters.

Tom Round
Page, ACT









The most obvious problem with
‘outcomes’ is that epidemiological datasets
that are big enough to be useful (to
epidemiologists whose career is made in
professional publications) tend to wash out
local variation. Conversely, small arca data
represent the cxperience of non-standard
populations—surely a health environment
matter of some importance. To understand
small, local changes from national average
levels of heart attack or asthima or unusual
kinds of cancer one would nced local
accounts of social systems and health habits.
Local information of that kind is rarely
collected; it doesn’t fit the accepted
categories of epidemiology journals; and it
takes longer to collect than is useful for
managers who have to make short-term
allocation decisions.

Pcrhaps the Department and its Minister
should take some advice from the closely
related Australian Institute of Health and
Welfare (AIHW). AITHW has had fingers in the
health outcomes pie, but the head of its Aged
Care Unit has just published a book that
amounts to a sharp smack on those fingers.

To care for the elderly, Dr Dianc Gibson
says, at least half a dozen professions will
be providing different mixtures of support
to people with various chronic, episodic
and acute problems, whose ‘discasc
trajectories arc highly individual and
unpredictable, and frequently variable on a
daily basis’ (D. Gibson: Aged Care: old
policies, new problems, CUP, Mclbourne
1998) ... The source of data is obviously
complex but, in addition, thereis a problem
about what to measure. Rates of recovery
are no longer relevant, since length of stay
among the very frail who squeeze into
nursing homes might go down as much if
they were poorly fed as if they were treated
intensively. Emergency call services might
yieldimportant outcomes even if they were
never used: ‘I never called them, luv; but it
was a real comfort to know they were
there'. Falls and fractures might decline
because patients are being sedated or tied in
achairasreadily asbecause there are enough
carers to walk beside them.

In maternal and child health, the
textbook on what to measure and how tells
a similar story. It points firmly to the need
tounderstand the setting in which a baby is
formed and the health environment
surrounding its mother before and during
pregnancy, rather thanreduce the matter to
physiological outcomes after birth. Some
public health workers even say that the
health of the community in which the
mothers live may be as important to the

general maternity outcome as the clinical
condition of the individual mother.
Provision for communities with poor
birth chances or for classes of persons, such
as the frail aged, is a matter of ideology, of
course. It presuines that some health goods
will not be achicved by individuals freely
pursuingpersonal satisfaction in the market

place. That idea is not fashionable and the
Howard Government is unlikely to develop
a workforce which presumecs that it is.
‘Minor restructure’ and ‘balancc of
workloads’ are merely another day’s
marchingorders in the great battle between
welfare and liberty.

—Neville Hicks

uniLEE, like millennium, is a word with clout. Its origins are religious. Scholars largely
dismiss the Old Testament legislation as a late priestly prescription that was never put
into practice. The jubilec involves an issue no modern society has managed to solve:
how does equality of opportunity coexist with inherited wealth?

As prescribed for ancient Isracl in the Book of Leviticus (Lev), it began with a
trumpet ‘sounded throughout all your land’ (Lev 25:9). The Leviticus text calls the
trumpcet a shofar. The word jobel is used in combination with shofar for the trumpets
blown around the walls of Jericho in Joshua 6. Etymologically, a jobel is a ram or ram’s
horn. The classic understanding of the origin of the term jubilee is that it was once ‘the
year of the ram’s horn trumpet (jobel).

In cvery scventh year the land was to lic fallow, ‘a sabbath of complete rest for the
land, a sabbath for the Lord’ (Lev 25:4). Beyond the agricultural benefit is the religious
meaning. God as giver of the land is intimately involved (cf. Lev 25:23).

In every fiftieth year the jubilce trumpet is ‘sounded loud’, after seven times seven
years. The prescription in Leviticus 25 is for massive social change. Everyone shall
return to their property and their family; there is to be no sowing or reaping for the year.
Israelites who have sold themselves into debt-slavery are to be free at the jubilee and
shall return with their children to their own family and their ancestral property
{Lev 25:41). The social shake-up would have been enormous.

Details are worked out. Land is not sold in perpetuity; it is God’s. What is bought
and sold are crop years or harvests. When the jubilee is close, the harvests will be few and
thepriceisless; the further off the jubilee, the more the harvests and the higher the price.

Two conditions are essential if this schema is to work; neither of them is verified
in modern industrial society. First, the population must be stable. Second, the society
is rural and agricultural. It must be doubtful whether the first was verified in anecient
Israel—although disease, famine, and war would have taken their toll. A pointer to the
passing of the second is the stipulation that houses in walled cities could be sold in
perpetuity, given the equivalent of a year’s notice (Lev 25:29-30). Such houses in town
were not subject to the jubilee. The split between city and country was emerging even then.

To the student of ancient texts and cultures, it is fascinating to see the legislative
thought and detail that has gone into working out this schema and to note the values
it set out to endorse.

To us modern readers, the jubilee schema offers two challenges. First, to think of
ourselves as stewards of the land rather than owners. We hold it till a jubilee; we hold
it for future generations. We are ecological stewards, not exploitative owners. Second,
as a society we are a community and developments over the years do not change this
reality. Isracl wanted to start afresh every fiftieth year. Perhaps we cannot return to
where we were a generation ago. But we cannot afford to neglect the worth of every new
generation either. Challenging! Jubilee is about new beginnings. No wonder it has
clout! —Antony F. Campbell sj
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Seeds of
I discontent

N 1954 a small party of American
agricultural scientists visited the town of
Decra Ismail Khan in northern Pakistan.
They were looking for sced of pcasant land
race crop varieties. In the town market they
bought seed of ‘Indian barnyard millet’
{Echinoloa frumentacea) which is com-
monly used as fodder crop in that region.

The millet sced was sent back to the
USA. The US Departiment of Agriculture
(USDA] gave it an accession number,
‘PI 2196087, and stored it in a USDA
scedbank. Later on, sced of Indian barnyard
millet came to Australia. Here it received
the accession number ‘CPI 1086217, Agri-
cultural science staff at the Commonwealth
Scientific and Industrial Rescarch
Organisation (CSIROJ in Quecensland grew
the sced. They liked what they saw.

In 1993, CSIRO lodged an application
for a ‘plant brecders right’ for this millet
under the name ‘Indus’. The application
stated the origin and the synonyms.

What is a ‘plant brecders right’? Put
simply, it is a form of intellectual property
covering plant varieties. It is something
like a plant patent or plant copyright. This
type of property was established in Australia
in 1987 after many years of heated debate.
In theory, people who have bred ‘new’ crop
varieties can claim title over these varieties.
The Plant Breeders Rights Officein Canberra
has the task of investigating and either
rejecting or accepting the applications. The
titles, or ‘PBR Grants’, last for 20 years.

This makes the claim to own Indian
barmyard millct very curious. Surely CSIRO
has no legitimate title to ‘Indus’? After all,
it is a traditional peasant farmer crop from
the Indian subcontinent. It is hardly an
‘invention’ as demanded by Section 9 of the
Plant Breeders Rights Act 1984. Despite
these problems, the Plant Breeders Rights
Office granted CSIRO ownership of this
Indian barnyard millet in 1995.

And now, under the new World Trade
Organisation rules on ‘trade related
intellectual property’, the Pakistani
Government must ensure that any peasant
farmers growing this variety buys the seed
from a seed company licensed by CSIRO
here in Australia.

This would rank high as an absurd,
Kafkaesque piccee of fiction. Unfortunately
it is truc. Nor is it an isolated instance.
There are over 100 instances where the PBR

Office has issued titles to plant varietics
where a little investigation would show
strong grounds to reject the claims.
Australian agricultural scientists are
bringing seed of land race varieties mainly
from third world countries, growing them
out, and then asking the PBR Office for
intellectual property titles to them. And,
contrary to all our prejudices, it is not only
private companies doing this. It is state
government departments of agriculture,
CSIRO, and publicly funded universitics
which are engaging in this ‘bio-piracy’. Now
intcrnationally we are known as a nation of
‘bio-pirates’ because we ¢laim to own the
DNA of crop varictics from averscas.

The UN Food and Agricultural Organi-
sation (FAO! has an international code of
conductforplant germplasm collecting and
transfers. This code has been completely
ignored. AsIwrite (June), Australia’s bio-piracy
is being discussed at an FAO conference in
Rome. Perhaps international pressure and
embarrassment will lead to the revocation
of the PBR title claims for those varictics
from overscas. International pressure has
alrcady led to the Perth-hased Centre for
Legumesin Mediterranean Agriculture (CLIMA)
abandoning five of its PBR applications.

There arc also quite a few Australian
native plants being claimed. When European
scttlers came to thisland 200 years ago they
squatted on the land and scized it by force
from the Aboriginal inhabitants. Now the
germplasm of the native flora is up for grabs
viagovernment-supervised gencetic squatting.

Many Australian plant specics have been
used by Aboriginal tribes over thousands of
years. In the process they were selected and
bred just like clsewhere in the world. The
land claims lodged by Aborigines under the
Native Title Act are frequently based on
their intimate knowledge of the flora and
fauna of their traditional lands. These are
genuine Aboriginal farmer land race
varicties. They are no different in character
to the farmer land race varicties from other
countries. Natural justice dictates that
surviving Aboriginal peoples probably have
aprior claim to’intcllectual property rights’
of native plant spccies.

Certainly many of the native varieties
that are being PBR’d are well-documented
Aboriginal food, pasturc or medicine plants.
One example is Kunzea pomifera or
‘muntries’, which grows in the sand dunes
of some southern beaches. Muntrie fruits
were eaten fresh and also dried and used as an
item of trade by Koori tribes in South Australia.

Aboriginal tribes across Australia also
built up a large body ot knowledge about
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the uses and qualities of native flora. Thus
they also have a substantial claim to any
indigenous intellectual knowledge thathas
survived about these plant varieties.

It is particularly shocking that some
applicants for PBR have stated that they
sclected varicties growing wild in the bush.
These wild plants have had cuttings or seed
taken and been propagated. The ‘plant
finders’ have then applied for, and been
granted, PBRs. Such discoveries are not
‘inventions’. Under the Plant Breeders Rights
Act, such purported PBRs are not legitimate.

What can be done about this situation?
Heritage Seed Curators Australia (HSCA)
has written to the Minister for Primary
Industries and received a reply three months
later from the Plant Varicety Rights Office
Registrar. He stated that if HSCA wished to
contest the PBR grants, then it should fill in
the appropriate form for cach and send
them to his Office with a cheque for $500
per varicty. If such action was not taken
then the PBR Office was underno obligation
to examine the matter.

Kafka himself could not have devisced a
more absurd response. The credibility of
the whole Plant Breeders Rights scheme is
now scriously under question. So is
Australia’s reputation for fair dealing in the
international community.

—Bill Hankin

Text blocks

EW THINGS STIR UP anxiety in a Catholic
community like religious cducation. So, when
Archbishop Pell announced in Melbourne
that he was establishing a committee to
enquire into religious texts, people were
stirred: many feared a worst which others
celebrated in anticipation as a best.

In the event, some 270 submissions later,
the committee has produced an impressive
report. It reccommends the writing of new
texts by a process which will take account
of the excellent existing guidelines and
involve wide consultation with schools,
parishes and parents. The resultant texts
must be based on cducational and
theological expertise, respect  the
development and cultural milieu of the
students, and be evaluated rigorously and
progressively.

The work of the committee was
admirably transparent, and its transparcncy
and recommendations will form the criteria
by which future texts can be judged.

Many, however, who have experienced
textbooks of theirown schooldays as aform
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of aversion therapy, will be puzzled why
textbooks should stir such passions. Torest
upon them a heavy weight of commending
or guarantccing faith would seem hope-
lessly quixotic.

Texts are symbols. They attract conflict
because they act as symbols in different
processes about each nf which strong views
arc held. As arcsult 2y arc made to bear
an impossible load of meaning.

First, religious texts have a small but
important part in introducing willing people
to Catholic faith. Compared with the
importance of home and school for students’
grounding in religious practice and
motivation, they are of small significance.
But it is important that they present an
attractive, accurate and coherent account
of what is involved in Catholic life and
faith.

Religious texts, then, are symbols of
right belief and of right ways of believing.
Since any textinvolves emphases, choice of
topics and an implicit theology, any text
will nccessarily buy into disagreements
within the community about faith. We need
to ask only how a Catholic text will treat
the question of the ordination of women to
appreciate this point.

Religious texts arc also part of a school
curriculum for school students, nominally
Catholic, many of whom are less than
willing to be introduced to Catholic faith.
Some, indecd, will have already made an
effective decision against church allegiance,
while others are only warily open to
persuasion. The majority of young people,
however, ask themselves at least
inarticulatcly how they should conduct
themsclves in Australia, and by what values
they shouldlive. These questions should be
addressed in any school.

In this context, religious texts are a
symbol of the scriousness with which faith
engages with the wo  of the students. A
good text will be culturally sensitive; it will
both enter the imaginative world of the
students and enrich it. Judged from this
perspective, a text which presents accurately
the faith of the church may be quite
defective. If it is closed to the questions
asked by enquiring voung people, it will
alienate themfromfai  becauscitpresents
them with answers without having heard
their questions or entered their world.

Religious texts are also educational
resources. In Western cducation, at least,
good educational processes respect the stage
of development of the students, and present
material to them in ways which they can
understand. In the casc of Catholic faith,
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where the central doctrines have been clabo-
rated over centuries by the most subtle
minds of the age, this is a large challenge.

The challenge must be met, however,
for textbooks are symbols of educational
seriousness. The incompetence of texts
which are not professional in developmental
terms is always patent. In places where
such texts have been imposed, they have
been associated with the contempt for the
dedication and skills of teachers that is
currently fashionable in Australia. In the
climate of resentment and demoralisation
that follows, the texts are unlikely to be
used in a way that will commend faith.

If there were a patron saint for the
production of such symbolically fraught
texts, Solomon would be wellin the running,
But even if it reflected his wisdom, no text
could please everyone in a normally
fractious community. Certainly, such
wisdom will not be found in one person.
Texts belong to a community, and good
texts will reflect its diverse gifts.

The processes of consultation and review
insisted on by the Committce, then, arc not
only desirable. If decent texts arc to be
produced, they are indispensable.

—Andrew Hamilton

Star touch

H IDDEN FROM THE WORLD among the tea-
tree, the outer Melbourne suburb of Parkdale
was about as far as you could get from
Hollywood, about as far away as hcaven.

To kids like us, at that time in the '50s,
the two could easily have been mistaken
for onc and the same. After all, Charlton
Heston had just led Isracl out of Egypt,
Richard Burton had been redcemed by The
Robe and Peter Ustinov, playing at the
Colosscum, had prepared us for Quo Vadis.

At the time, Mclbourne’s Pantheon was
the West Melbourne Stadium, less
reverentlyreferred toas the House of Stoush.
Here the Gods performed as guest artists in
theirouterkingdom. And so, with the youth
of every province undcr arms, Louis
Armstrong, Johnny Ray, Ella Fitzgerald and
Frankic Lainc set sail/ oaring the airy waves
to wail/ their welcome assured, their
watchful pride.

Meanwhile, as they say in the Holly-
wood Scriptures, a young boy in Parkdale
was growing up. The significance of events
touched the child, who purchased for his
first record, a Johnny Ray classic ‘Such a
Night’ on a Philips Microgroove. Inadvert-
ently, the young prophet had carried the
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word of his leader to every classroom in his
school—the result of being ‘punished’ for
being caught singing in class.

The teacher’s unique disciplinary
system demanded that such offenders re-
enact the crime in front of the whole class.
This suited the boy finc—something the
teacher finally divined after a scrics of
extempore concerts had been given to grade
6, and the boy was hauled from class to
class to perform—a ‘punishment’ he enjoyed
the more. Even ‘the bubs’ were indoctrinated
with Johnny Ray.

Opposite the boy’s house in Parkdale
was an establishment run by a devoted
nurse who specialised in providing intensive
carc for scveral elderly patients, and also a
teenage girl suffering from the then horribly
rampant poliomyelitis. Each day the nurse
worked on the girl’s stricken limbs,
massaging and bathing her before wheeling
her on to the front verandah or out to the
front lawn where she could observe the
street life. This included numerous rag tag
test matches and grand finals. Being a lover
of sport and pop music, the girl was in
regular communication with the kids on
the block, among them the boy who would
be Johnny Ray.,

Having the nature and finding the time
to think of others and to evaluate thought-
fully their lives and ideas, the girl saw more
than her hero Mr Sinatra in the fanfare that
heralded his forthcoming visit. She was
concerned that Frankie’s daughter Nancy
would be friendless and forgotten amid the
celebrations in the strange and remotc city
of the south. The girl began to write to
Nancy, befriending herin advance. We knew
nothing of this at the time however.

From the time of the arrival of Nancy's
dad, everything of course revolved around
the forthcoming stadium spcctacular.
Scldom had a celebrity, at the height of his
achievements, recognised the subjects of
the southern land. It was as if every person
now anticipated being at ringside onopening
night.

Well one of us from Parkdale did make
it that night. A couple of hours before curtain
time, a limo so long and large it appeared to
have overshot the LA freeway system,
slipped into Stewart Avenue. You could
count on onc¢ hand the number of cars
owned in our strecect—which is why grand
finals and test matches could be played
over their proper time span, uninterrupted.
The limo parked outside the nurses’
establishment, the home of the girl. Emerg-
inginher wheelchair tobe met by adecorous
and devoted chauffeur, the girl was carried




to the car to be gazed on as royalty itself.
This was the picture that graced the entire
front page of the nation’s biggest circulating
morning daily.

The girl watched Mr Sinatra’s perform-
ance ringside, before being escorted back-
stage to be introduced to her new friend
Nancy by her dad Frank. The cynical could
claim that Frank’s press agent knew a good
photo opportunity when it presented. To
our younger and more open eyes it was seen
as the special reciprocation of a special
kindness. And through this gesture, we also
recognised that attention had been paid to
us all. Though it wouldn’t be recounted on
any Fantale wrapper.

Frank Sinatra was a great singer, actor’

and storyteller. It was no surprise to us that
he could make dreams come true.
Footnote. By the way, the boy did get to
mect Johnny Ray many years later, truc as
trees. But that’s another story.
—John Preston

Cry foul

]:r [ co sack Iwill die or literally I will be
gone. Things dare getting worse {in my
country), especially inmy case because my
father had his throat cut. I do not know
whether the police or terrorists killed
him.

Every month, people arrive at the inter-
national airports in Australia without
passports or visas. If these people do not
‘engage Australia’s protection obligations’,
then they are sent back to the last country
from which they came. Such cases are
known as ‘turn arounds’.

Oncof the mostimportanthumanrights
is the right of refugees not to be ‘refouled’,
or returned to their country of origin. In
Australia, thercis an administrative process
for refugee determination which includes
rights of appeal to the Federal Court on
points of law. However, this right is under
strain, not from the applicants, but from the
practices of the government and bureaucracy.

At aspeech in Sydney in May 1998, the
Minister for Immigration, Philip Ruddock,
madc it very clear that to claim refugee
status, an asylum sccker must do more
than say ‘I am a refugee’ when arriving at
the airport. ‘Simply saying the word
“refugee” isnotenough toaccess Australia’s
protection obligations. There 1s no magic
word, but a person must explain more than
that they are afraid to return to their country.’

Thisprocesshasbeencriticised recently,
inthe Human Rights and Equal Opportunity

Commission rceport into detention of
asylum seekers and in the Commonwealth
Audit Report on detention. The Audit
Report stated:

There is a risk that the screening process
will be perceived as a de facto refugee
determination system, which lacks the
important fcaturcs of the actual refugee
determination system such as the provision
of assistance to the applicant and the
availability of administrative and judicial
review.,

CABLE TV

IN ScOTLAND

In scveral cascs in Sydney this year,
people who were later determined to be
refugees were initially prevented from
making applications for refugee status.
Deportation was only prevented by Federal
Court injunctions. These cases show how
dangerous the immigration officers’
interpretation of ‘engaging Australia’s
protectionobligations’ can be. Dowe expect
anon-English speaker, who hasjust arrived
after an eight-hour or longer flight, to be
able to articulate a refugee claim to foreign
officials, when his or her life experience is
‘don’t trust government officials’.

Tworecentrefugeesstatedin theirinitial
interview, ‘Tam arefugee’, but were unable
to put their cases in terms of the definitions
of refugee law. They were saved from being
sent back to persecution not by the process,
but through Court injunctions. If their
family had not contacted lawyers who then
obtaincedaninjunction in the Federal Court,
these refugees would have been sent home.

The applications at the airport are
entircly oral, with a telephone interpreter
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to assist. The asylum sccker is given no
advice on the case from anyone. There is no
appcal from the decision of the airport
officer, no opportunity to seek legal advice
unless the asylum secker can contact a
lawyer before deportation.

The process appears to be that, onarrival,
a person claims to be a refugece or claims
asylum and is sent to be interviewed by the
immigration officer at the airport. The
officer arranges a telephone interpreter and
asks why the person has come to Australia,
whether there is family in Australia, and
how he or she came to Australia. After this
usually short interview, the immigration
officer telephones a senior officer in the
Dcpartment  of  Immigration and
Multicultural Affairs and outlines the facts
as given; that officer decides whether the
person can make a formal refugee
application. If the asylum seeker gets
through this process, he or she is taken
from the airport straight to detention and is
held in detention until the case is finalised.
If rejected at the airport, deportation is
arranged as soon as possible.

Therefugee determination system must
ensurc that refugees are protected. A system
that relies on court orders to protect refugeces
is flawed. Refugees should not have to
depend on families finding lawyers to get
injunctions to protect them. Protection from
persccution is the role of governments.

If acountryisjudged by how it treats the
most vulnerable people, then Australia’s
standing is in decline. Politicians in the
two major partics are keen to refer to ‘bogus
claims’ and ‘the need to prevent abuse of
the process’. They are less keen to assist the
people who arc in genuine nced of
protection. Terms like ‘abuse’, ‘queuc
jumpers’ and ‘rorters’ are widespread.
Mcanwhile, it is left to individuals
concerned about human rights and the rule
of law to ensurc that Australia meets it
international human rights obligations.

—Kerry Murphy

This month’s contributors: James Griffin is
Professor Emeritus at the University of
Papua New Guinea; John Honner is Policy
Officer at MacKillop Family Services;
Neville Hicks is Reader in Public Health at
the University of Adelaide; Bill Hankin is
President of Heritage Sced Curators
Australia; Andrew Hamilton s teaches in
the United Faculty of Theology, Melbourne;
John Preston lcctures in the Performing
Arts Department of Swinburne University
of Technology; Kerry Murphy is a lawyer
with experience in refugee policy.
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OHN HowaRrD reveres the memory
of Sir Robert Menzies. Opening the
newly rebuilt Central Synagogue in
Sydney in May, he commented on
how the event was special for him
because the original building had
been opened by Menzies in 1960. So
when the Prime Minister talks of
turning Australia into ‘the greatest
shareholding democracy in the
world’, the parallel with Menzies’
ambition of creating the greatest
home-owning democracy in the
world is surcly deliberate.

It seems then that Howard may
have a vision. Privatisation through
public floats is about much more
than paying off government debt or
¢xposing state-run operations to the
‘rigours of the market’. It is also
about tacking an extension on to
the ideological home that Menzics
developed on the quarter-acre block. It is
about turning the ‘mums and dads’ bchind
their white picket fences into investors in
the stock market, loyal followers of the
fortunes of corporate Australia, and
thercfore (he presumably hopes) morce
conscrvative folk overall.

The idea that sharc ownership comes
with a particular world view attached, that
it will shift attitudes, is welcomed by some.
‘T.do hope that will be the case. In fact I'm
certain that will be the case,” says Richard
Humphry, the managing director of the
Australian Stock Exchange (the ASX).
‘Fiftcen years ago, 3 per cent of the
population were share owners. It was only
for those who were well-heeled and from
the big end of town. Coupled with this was
the notion that the brokers operated as a
club. Today, sharc ownership is now a
mainstream form of investment, with over
40 per cent of Australians having some
form of investment in the share market.’

Could it be then that there are a lot of
new conservatives in the making? The ASX
in March reported that 1.1 million people
had come on to the stock market in the
previous nine months. The sale of the first
third of T ° 1¢ brought 559,000
Australians into the market. The total of
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novice share owners has clearly not ye
peaked. Many of the two million AMP
customers whose policies have just been
magicked into shares will also be new to
the game. Ditto with those buying into the
$1 billion New South Wales TAB float.

A closer look at the figures, though,
shows that there is more to the story than
the headline statistics. The most significant
leap in share ownership has not arrived
through recent, well-publicised floats, but
through the spread of superannuation
schemes from the boardroom to the offices
and shopfloor. In 1994, 19.9 per cent of
adults owned shares. By 1997, the total had
hit 34 per cent. In those three years the
numbers of people who only directly owned
shares actually fell, with the surge in
compulsory indirect ownership making all
the difference.

The idea that owning company shares
viaa super scheme gives employees a sense
of ownership or loyalty is hard to sustain.
For most, super is an anonymous drain on
the paycheque, with resources going off to
who knows where. Very few of those new
indirect ‘owners’ would have the faintest
idea how and why their money was being
invested, with cffective control of those

) ting with the big ~ €,
insurance and pension operators.
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It Howard is hoping to turn
battlers into allies, the demographics
don’'t bode well. Going on 1997
figures, 22.3 per cent of unskilled
workers hold shares, with super
schemes accounting for most of that.
By contrast, 44.7 per cent of
managers own shares—Dbut they
would, wouldn’t they? For the newer
and poorer directshare owners, their
holdings barely justify the term
portfolio. Around a quarter own just
one stock. Six out of ten own no
more than four.

Even if the most recent floats
have inflated those figures, the
‘mums and dads’ {or what Richard
Humphry prefers to call retail
owners)are, taken individually, still
very small players indeed. Onc in
five share owners has a portfolio
worth less than $5000. Compared to owning
or buying a home, or putting children
through private cducation, this is small
bikkics. For pecople wranned up in the daily
routine of work and ome, owning a
microscopic corner ot Telstra or the
Commonwealth Bank is surcly on
the margins of their world view.

HAT ABOUT WORKERs who have bought
shares in their own companics? It there
is to be a greater identification with the
goals of enterprise, surely it is there. That
was certainly the hope of the former

-itish Conservative Government, which
trailblazed the way for the Australian
Coalition. The Foreign Secretary,
Malcolm Rifkind, speaking in London
last year, boasted: ‘Privatisation not only
makes sense in financial terms, it allows
employees to take a more direct stake
in the future of their company through
sharc ownership. Attitudes in the workplace
have been transformed. The number of
working days lost in strikes in 1995 was
over 15 times lower than the average for
the 1980s.” His hoped-for transformation
didn’t quite do the trick, however. Two
months after making the speech his
20 swept f 7 rina
landslide deteat.



If Rifkind had looked at the academic
record rather than the ideological text, he
might haveseen the landslide coming. When
a tcam of researchers {Dunn, Richardson
and Dewe) carried out a year-long study in
one British company that had offered shares
to its employees, they found that little
changed. “Our control group was those who
chose not to join the scheme; we were
therefore looking for a differential change
inattitudes between joiners and non-joiners.
We conclude that there was no change in
attitudes which should be attributed to the
scheme.’

Although research in Australia is still
scant, what is available so far nods in the
same direction. Dianc Fieldes, a lecturer in
Industrial Relations at the University of
New South Wales, says: ‘There’s no real
evidence that employee share ownership
increases workers’ motivation and work
effort. Certainly there’s no evidence at
all that it undermines workers’
allegiance to trade unionism. The idea
that people get shares and see themselves
as little capitalists doesn’t hold up.
People aren’t stupid. They know their
mainincome comes from going to work.’

The number of firms offering
Employee Stock Ownership Plans is
increasing, from 16 per centof all private
scctor workplaces with more than 20
workers in 1990 to 22 per cent in 1995.
The plans are much more common in
the unionised, larger companies (200 to
500 workers). But it is unclear what
benefit management is getting when it
comes toincreasing profitability. ‘Basically
there’s no causal connection between the
two things,” says Fieldes. “The rewards you
get from share ownership are miles away
from workers’ control.’

On the broader political canvas, the
rewards can also look meagre compared
with the direct losses many workers are
sustainingbecause of government policy. A
working woman looking at a dividend
cheque for, say, $100 might scc it as a
bonus. But she could just as easily view it as
amere month’s compensation forincreased
childcare costs, highlighting the sacrifice
of finding the extra the rest of the year. A
Commonwealth Bank dividend would bring
little comfort to a retrenched public
scrvant—or, even more to the point, to a
retrenched bank worker.

The ASX meanwhile sees a further
potential benefit in more widespread share
ownership. It looks to the new generation
of owners as a slab of stability, a hedge
against the wild, computer-driven buy and

sell orders of the major operators. “There is
a $USIO0 trillion flow in equities across
borders,” says Humphry. ‘The global
marketplaceis well and truly up and running
and it’s going to become even more so.
Capital markets are becoming more and
more fluid and can move from one location
to another.

‘Mass sharc ownership acts as a
stabilising force. [In the last market
downturn] it was in fact the retail owners
who stabilised the market. Mass ownership
lowers the risk of any notion of attacks on
the Australian market by international
capital. If a very big part of the share market
isowned by institutional and retail investors,
the chances of the market being wrecked by
somesortof outsideraid is very much reduced.’

If some newer buyers are, indeed, less
flighty there could be some simple reasons.

Many arc unfamiliar with the broking
system, havingbought theirinitial holdings
through user-friendly mass floats. In 1997,
13.9 per cent of direct sharcholders had
never had contact with a broker, while a
further 30.2 per cent had had no contact for
more than a year. Some have holdings so
small that it would simply not be cost-
cffective to sell. The minimum allocation
in the NSW TAB float was cut in May from
700 to 400 shares. Some cxperts thought
that many punters would end up with as few
as300, a holding one commentator described
as creating ‘a nuisance value for everyone’.
But the biggest factor stabilising matters
for themomentis the widespread expectation
that the market is still heading up.

And there’s the rub. Mass direct share
ownership has come into being during an
extended bull run. Those who bought Com-
monwealth Bank stock have been able to
sell at a tidy profit or sit back and see their
holding’s notional value spiral upwards.
Telstra sharc buyers can tell the same tale.
It all seems too good to be truc—and, of
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course, it is. At some point the novice
generation will find that for every party,
there’s ahangover. Formany it will come as
a shock. In 1997, around one third of those
who directly own shares had not talked to
a professional adviser in the past year. In
other words, they were likely to be basing
their buying decisions on word of mouth or
mass media advertising campaigns.

If things go wrong, how will people
respond? Will they still be a bulwark of
stability? Humphry admits rucfully:
‘Whether the same would apply in a
sustained downturnis yettobe seen. There's
always a risk of a bust: it would be toolish
to say otherwise. It’s very important that
people don’t form the view that market
trends only go up.’

Conservatives presumably hope that
having tasted the benefits of dividends and

glossy annual reports, ordinary people

might be prepared to grin and bear it.

But it scems much more likely that

people will instead fcel cheated. As

Fieldes points out: ‘Sharces can go down

as well as up and that can be

demotivating.” For most new share
owners, a regular cheque from the

company and the chance of selling at a

hefty profitis the cream on an otherwise

dwindling cake. In a society where job

security is a memory, where health and

education cuts are visibly eroding the

social capital built up over 40 years, to

have that share market bonus snatched

away from under your nose—and
possibly to see pre-existing savings wiped
out as well—could well goad people to acts
of political revenge.

If the bull market collapses, Howard’s
vision of a society bonded through share

ownership could well yet end up
with the brokers in the bear pit.
.~ ~ HAT IMPACT has share ownership had
on Telstra workers? Almost 92 per cent of
them took up the float offer, although given
the special terms it would have been almost
impossible to say no. Telstra employeces
were guaranteed an interest-free loan for
$5000 worth of shares, $1000 of which were
free. Only 30 per cent of employees could
afford to buy shares with their own money.
The package certainly came with strings
attached, as Nick Satterly, a Telstra worker,
cxplained:

‘Telstra management were eager to use
the float to squeeze employees harder and
openly declared that they hoped it would be
“an incentive for future performance”.
Management also said it “is of enormous
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benefit to our customers to know that staff
at Telstra have an added incentive to make
Telstra an efficient, service-orientated
company”.

‘In an attempt to replace the “public
service mentality” with free market
ideology, management went so far as
modifyingall of Telstra’s 50,000 computers
to display the current sharce price cvery
time they start up. It seemsinsane, but they
must have really believed that this would
make us work harder. It really means it
takes longer for your computer to boot up,
and people walk off and get a coffee.

‘Though no-one I know who has shares
is complaining about the surge in price since
thefloat, it does mean that Tclstra was cssen-
tially given away at a steal. That the share
price is almost double what it was when
floated simply mecans that it was sold at
half pricc! $13.5 billion has been drained
from the public pursc into private pockets.

‘Seeing that 300, 0 people have sold
theirshares for a small profit already, much
of the gain has been picked up by
institutional investors like AMP who made
$230 million almost instantly, whereas the
average Telstra employee made just $4500.

‘Management would like to think share
ownership made employees more likely to
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arguc against industrial action that might
hurt the company and the share price. This
did happen at a mass mecting in Mclbourne
where a union member argucd that we
should delay strike action until after the
float to avoid bad publicity and an adverse
market reaction.

‘This was roundly rejected by the meeting
and the strike went ahead. A tew hundred
dollars in shares does not compensate you
for lost workplace conditions or your job.
Recently, Telstra management proudly
announced they had reached the 20,000
redundancy mark in less time than they
thought. Now that ninc in ten cmployees
have shares in Telstra do you think the
company will be accountable to those share-
holders and the sackings will stop?

‘Not likely. In March The Age reported
that the CEO of Telstra told a group of US
investors at a mecting in New York that
Telstra was to sack a further 7000 employ-
ees by June 2000. In the same article they
reported Telstra’s half-yearly profit after
tax of $1.5 billion. This was followed by a
$900 million dividend for private investors,
which previously would have gone to the
government.

‘The point is that we are not equal
partners in society. We are still divided
between the few who have the

majority of shares and the rest.’
IHE COMMONSENSE view of the
Mecnzics period, above all of the 1950s,
is that it was a dceply conservative
time. On the surface, the argument
that the rapid expansion of home owner-
ship contributed to this social peace
carries weight. But the 1950s deserve a
re-appraisal, according to Dr John
Murphy. Murphy, along with RMIT
University colleaguc Judith Smart, last
year edited The Forgotten Fifties
{Melbourne University Press), a collee-
tion of essays that attempt to retrieve
the decade from knowing sneers.
Australia always had a high level of
homce ownership—52.6 per cent in
1933, at the height of the Depression.
That figure was unchanged by 1947.
But as post-war privation began to
recede, home buying took off. By 1961,
the peak year, 70.2 per cent of
Australians owned their homes. In
Melbourne, the figure was 76.3 per cent.
But a rise in homec ownership went
alongside othersocial factors that were
less to Menzies’ liking. Union
nool )
1954, 61 per cent ot the worktorce was
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unionised, 76 per cent in Queensland. Real
wages were also heading up, pushed along
by a culturc of short, sharp strikes that may
have lacked political overtones but that
nevertheless proved cffcctive.

Owning your own home did not
necessarily mean deference to Liberal
values. The 1950s might have been
Menzies’, but Labor’s vote stayed high. In
1954 it lost, despite gaining 50 per cent of
the vote. It outpolled the Liberals at every
election held during the decade (the Country
Party taking the conscrvatives over the
line). The Democratic Labor Party’s
influence peaked in 1958, but Labor still
picked up 42.8 per cent of the vote.

In other words, home ownership did not
so much create political values as reflect
rising living standards. As Murphy notes:
‘In the 1950s and into the 1960s, home
ownership is a key aspect of citizenship
that Menzies largely based himselt on. It’s
underpinned by full employment—the thing
that makes it all possible. For the middle
class it's part of their self-identification.
But for the working class, home ownership
goes alongside continuing to vote Labor.

‘My argument is that the 1950s fall into
twoparts. Up to 1954-55it’s very turbulent.
Economic uncertainty, inflationup to 25 per
cent, fear of another recession. There’s a lot
of anxiety that the good times can’t hold.
Although you've got full employment right
through this pcriod, there's a sense that the
good times can’t last, like after World War 1.
All this coincides with the most intense
part of the Cold War. It’s only from the
mid-1950s onwards that things become
More secure.

“This is the time of full employment.
The time when both the middle class and
the working class feel relatively stable.
People overcome their previous reservations
about debt and there’s a boom in hire pur-
chase. They begin to stock their home with
fridges and washing machines on credit.’

In other words, it was not a mortgage
that domesticated the 1950s but the
growing scnsc of certainty that a mortgage
could be paid. For a John Howard hoping to
emulate Menzies’ achievements, this is a
critical factor thatisnolonger his to deliver.
As Murphy says: ‘Nobody knew they
werc at the start of a quarter century of
full employment. That's onc of the
interesting problems for Howard, arguing
for share ownership, sccurity and stability.
We're living in a period of structural
unemployment.’

David Glanz is a freelance journalist.















two toddlers when she was 11 years old) for
co-operating with her book, Cries Unheard.
But the fact is, this book is a tour de force.
It teaches us somethingabout why children
kill. We learn that the mother of the
‘monster’, Mary Bell, not only exploited her
child’s crime in her lifetime—including
fabricating ‘confessional’ poetry in her
daughter’s name—but, through her own
gross brutalisation of her daughter,
contributed to Mary’s monstrous acts. The
book is devastating. It would never have
been written had Mary Bell not agreed to
participate. And she needed to be paid.
Moral outrage is easy. It does not justify
what is intrinsically a gag on freedom of
speech, a shallow censoring of the voice of
experience, a refusal to look in the dark
places. It does not, either, acknowledge
how much we enjoy being entertained by
crime and its literary and dramatic
fabrication. Itis more than, as the Attorney-
General told the ALRC, keeping in mind
the need to protect human rights and civil
liberties. It is in our interests to hear th=
criminal’s tale. And learn from it.

Moira Rayner is a lawyer and freelance
journalist. (MoiraRayner@compuserve.com).
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T HASN'T BEEN an easy century for God. Probably one of the worst for a long time. There
have been problems aplenty: genocidal idiots shaking everyone’s faith—ecven in the
goodness of this creation—and there have been the positivists, emotivists, existentialists,
empiricists, postmodernists, various scientists and all the reactionaries in the Church. Of
all these challenges, the last two may be the most serious. For many, the capacity of
science to explain the world and the failure of Christianity to restateits claims in the light
of these explanations have left such beauty as remains in the rituals, music and art
looking rather groundless.

Recently, twobooks have arrived on the shelvesin Australia which argue God’s corner
powerfully: Richard Swinburne’s Is There a God? and Keith Ward’s God, Chance and
Necessity. Both deserve to be widely read because they aim to make accessible a vigorous
debate about the existence of God which has being going on in universities in Britain and
the United States for the last 20-30 years—a debate in which God has been faring
remarkably well. It is a mark of the general failure of the media adequately to report news
that this debate has been so poorly covered. Not only has the debate gone unnoticed but
powerful popularisers of science, like Stephen Hawking and Richard Dawkins, who have
advocated what Ward dubs the ‘new materialism’, have gone largely unanswered.
Swinburne and Ward, in quite different ways, set out to provide not just a riposte to the
likes of Hawking and Dawkins but a powerful counter-case.

In 140 short pages, Swinburne sets out the case for the existence of God by employing
the very criteria which scientists use to justify their own explanations. This argument
begins with a careful definition of that all too often loose and fast term ‘God’ and then
proceeds to argue that God is the best explanation for the universe—and its order—that
scientific inquiry reveals. Swinburne argues that, while human feelings, thoughts,
beliefs, purposes and experiences might be caused by physical brain-events, they are
themselves non-material and, when taken together, they constitute our non-material soul.

However, in proceeding to argue that God is the best explanation for why we have the
particular soul we do, Swinburne is far less persuasive. In like manner, his treatment of
religious experience and miracles will lead some, rightly, to feel uncomfortable with
elements of his work. It should be said that the relentlessly philosophical nature of
Swinburne’s inquiry can be off-putting and strangely unreal—although the knowledge
that he recently converted from Anglicanism to Greek Orthodoxy may help us to
understand his direction, while providing the comfort of knowing that mystery and
poetry are somewhere in the background. Thus forewamed and with a volume of religious
poetry in the other hand, Swinburne can be read with great profit.

Far more poetic is Keith Ward, who separates good science from bad philosophy in his
detailed examination of the arguments of Hawking (there is no place for a creator in a
completely self-contained universe), Peter Atkins (the universe created itself out of
nothing), Dawkins {randomness and sufficient time is the simplest explanation for the
way things are) and Michael Ruse (who reduces ethics to genetics). In the course of
revealing the logical tricks which these thinkers employ, pointing out the fallacies in
their arguments and meeting general concerns about natural and moral evil, Ward also
develops a rich and positive vision of God. In this vision, developed philosophically but
expressed poetically, ‘the cosmic mind’ in ‘the unlimited ocean of being’ ‘gives birth to
the universe’ and then draws forth its fruitful potentiality from the ‘emergent web of
interacting energies’ to bring about beauty, life and, ultimately, consciousness.

Swinburne once began his Coherence of Theism by observing that ‘it is one of the
intellectual tragedies of our age that, when philosophy in English-speaking countries has
developed high standards of argument and clear thinking’, theology has been influenced
by a continental tradition ‘which, despite its considerable other merits, has been
distinguished by a very loose and sloppy style of argument’. In Ward and Swinburne we
find two of a small but growing band of theologians, whose sharpness of argument has the
capacity not only to meet the intellectual challenges of materialist scientists, but also to
furnish the community with a plausible, even exciting, vision of God. |

Rufus Black is Chaplain of Ormond College at the University of Melbourne and a lecturer
in the United Faculty of Theology.
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Jews <nd Christians

Does the Vatican statement on the Holocaust go far enough!?

HE LONG-AWAITED Vatican statement
on the Church’s response to the Holocaust
has dismayed some Jewish religious leaders
who were expecting a much more forth-
right recognition of Church failures to
opposc anti-semitism, as some European
bishops’ conferences have done.

Pope John Paul IThas himself vigorously
denounced anti-semitism and strongly
promoted closcer contact with Jews. He wrote
on 12 March that the ‘Shoah’ (Holocaust)
remained ‘an indelible stain on the history
of the century’, and that the Church called
its adherents to repent of ‘past errors and
infideliries’. He hoped the Australian
Cardin  Edward Cassidy’s document, We
Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah,
would help ‘heal the wounds of past
misunderstandings and injustices’ and
prevent ‘the unspeakable iniquity of the
Shoah’ being repeated.

Aspresident of the Vatican Commission
for Religious Dialogue with the Jews,
Cardinal Cassidy lamented that, on
balance, the relationship between
Catholics and Jews over 2000 years ‘has
been quite negative’. Erroneous and unjust
interpretations of the New Testament
blamed Jews for the death of Christ, and
resulted at times in diserimination and
even persecution.

He acknowledged that many Catholics,
including Pope Pius X1 and his representa-
tives, had saved hundreds of thousands ot
Jews, but many Christians failed to resist
adcquately. “We deeply regret the errors and
failures of those sons and daughters of the
Church.’

The Cardinal concluded that ‘the
Catholic Church desires to express herdeep
sorrow for the failures of her sons and
daughters in cvery age. This is an act of
repentance {teshuva) ... We wish to tum
awarcness of past sins into a firm resolve to
build a new futurc in which there will be no
more anti-Judaism among Christians.’

Cassidy stopped short of asking the
Jewish people for forgiveness and, though
an apology is implied in the expression of
sorrow for Catholic failures to defend Jews,
it is not formally stated.
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Cassidy’s statement was not as forth-
right as the French bishops’ declaration of
repentance foranti-semitism in the Church,
made in September 1997 at Drancy in Paris,
a staging camp for 75,000 Jews who were
deported to Nazi death camps. Among those
who passed through Drancy and died at
Aunschwitz was the mother of Cardinal
Lustiger of Paris, who was present.

The French bishops said that it was time
for the Church to recognise ‘the sins
committed by members of the Church, and
to beg forgiveness of God and humankind’,
for French Church authorities in 1940
acquiesced ‘by their silence in the flagrant
[N B R !
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Ignoring papal condemnations of anti-
semitism and the writings of leading
theologians, anti-Jewish prejudices in
France had affceted ‘Christian doctrine and
tecaching’, so that ‘the venomous plant of
hatred for the Jews was able to flourish’.
The bishops continued arguing that Church
authoritics gravely failed to correct these
distortions in Christian culture, reducing
people’s capacity to resist full-blown Nazi
anti-semitism.

The French bishops in 1977 declared
that, despite the protests of five bishops
against the 1942 genocidal policy of the
Vichy regime and the heroism of some
clergy and laity, ‘silence was the rule’. ‘In
the face of so great and utter a tragedy, too
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many of the Church’s pastors ¢ umitted
an offence, by their silence, against the
Church itself and its mission.” ‘We contess
this sin. We¢ beg God's pardon, and we call
upon the Jewish people to hear our words of
repentance.’

In contrast to this French statement,
Cassidy did not imputc any blameto(  urch
authorities. He quoted the Pope that: ‘In
the Christian world—I do not say on the
part of the Church as such—ecrroncous and
unjust interpretations of the New
Testament regarding the Jewish people and
their alleged culpability have circulated for

too long, engendering feelings of
I hostility towards this people.’

roONICALLY, the ‘Shoah’ document has
been sharply criticised, even though
Cardinal Cassidy has greatly advanced
Catholic-Jewish understandingsince being
appointed president of the Vatican’s
Commission for Religious Relations with
theJews. Then at ‘avery low ebb’, Vatican-
Jewish relations improved after a mecting
of the Catholic-Jewish liaison sroup in
Praguc in 1990, and culminatc in the
Vatican recognition of Israel in December
1993. The liaison committee has continued
tomeet, andon23-26 March gathered inside
the Vatican for the first time, a few days
after Cassidy’s ‘Shoah’ statement was
released.

Dr Gerhard Riegner, honorary vice-
president of the World Jewish Congress,
said he was “deeply impressed’ by the ‘very
strong passages’ calling tor repentance and
the willingness toreview past ‘anti-Judaism’
in the Church. But he was scriously
disappointed at the failure to take a clear
position ‘on the direct relationship between
the teaching of contempt and the political
and cultural climate that made the “Shoah”
possible.” He also had strong reservations
about the presentation of some historical
tacts. He welcomed Cassidy’s saying that
the document was not a conclusion but a
further step to deeper understanding,

In reply, Cassidy sought to clarify the
theological as:  nptions behir
document’s usc of the word ‘Church’, as
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The revenge
ot politics

orRDLCADES, ‘stability’ was the catch-cry
of Suharto’s New Order regime, the
over-riding principle which justified any
action. As DPresident, Suharto reaped
generous praise from Australian lcaders for
cnsuring ‘stability’ in an ethnically,
religiously and  culturally  diverse
archipelago of 13,000 islands. Human
rights abuses were lamented and then
excused with the next breath. Political
leaders from both sides of Parliament
entrcated us to show understanding
for the fact that Indonesia was a nation
in transition and that ‘stability’
was the prerequisite
for economic growth
an dcevelopment. By
implication, democratic
norms such as freedom of
the press, frececdom of
association and freedom
of assembly threatened to
unleash chaos andanarchy
on Australia’s doorsren.

Thegreatironyis 1t
for at lcast ten years it
has been obvious that
the biggest reat to
Indoncsia’s ‘stablity’ was
the continued presence of
Suharto himsclf. We have now witnessed
the truth of repcated warnings by eminent
Indonesian and forcign obscrvers that the
personalisation of political power in the
figurc of Suharto created an increasingly
unstable environment. The international
financial community’s dramatic loss of faith
in the Indonesian cconomy was heavily
influenced by Suharto’s failurce to groom a
scrious successor and his determination to
stay in office for a seventh five-year term.
This was compounded by Suharto’s ncar-
complete refusal to allow the development
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of meaningful political structures outside
his own power or that of the military.

It would be an exaggeration to call
Suharto the Tito of South East Asia, and
alarmist to predict that the Indonesian
Republic will now splinter like the Balkans
into secessionist rebellion, cthnic
bloodletting and religious conflict. The
original inclusive and tolerant ideal of
Indonesian nationalism is battered but
vibrant and remains a powcrful force for
integration and cohesion. But the
comparison with Tito is meaningful because
it highlights the fact that the long-term

suppression of political views and
grievances can act like a pressure cooker,
intensifying communal tensions and sowing
the seeds of distrust.

It is no coincidence that the rioting
accompanying Suharto’s fall took on a
sinister anti-Chinese character. According
to Indonesia’s Human Rights Commission
(arguably the one Suharto institution that
dared to assert a degree of independence
from its creator), provocateurs were bussed

o Chinese quartcrs of Jakarta alrcady
armed with stoncs. The Commission has
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so far shied away from pointing the finger of
responsibility at any particular body for
this action, but even without covert
organisation, Suharto’s deliberate courting
of large conglomerates owned by Chinese-
Indonesian familics had created fertile
ground for anti-communal sentiment and
violent racism, particularly in a period of
economic slowdown.

In remembering Suharto’s New Order
we must remember that the flip-side of
‘stability’ was a systemic violence that
waxed and waned in intensity. We are all
familiar with events in East Timor such as
the Dili massacre, but other New Order
excesses may be in danger of slipping from
memory.

Take the Petrus (or ‘mysterious’} killings
between carly 1983 and late 1984, when
some 5000 alleged criminals and gang
members were summarily executed, their
bodies left on open display on the streets of
Jakarta. In his ghost-written biography,
Suharto took personal responsibility for
this brutal clean-up of the Indoncsian
underworld, describingitas a kind of ‘shock
therapy’.

Similar tactics werce uscd to quell a
violent rebellion in the northern province
of Acch between 1989 and 1991, At the
time, Asia Watchreported: ' Although bodies
with gunshotor stab wounds continue to be
found by roads, alongriversorinplantations
in Aceh, no official inquests or investi-
gations are conducted and the military often
refuses to allow the bodics to be buriced in
accordance with Islamic practices.’
According to a subscquent report by
Amnesty International, ‘an cstimated two
thousand civilians, including children and
the very elderly, have been unlawfully
killed, somein public execution: "ot
while in military custody’.



Then therc are the individual casces, like
the murder in 1993 of 23-year-old labour
activist Marsinah, the daughter of poor rice
farmers in EastJava. Marsinah wasinvolved
in a strike for higher pay at the watch
factory where she worked. When the
military cocrced 13 co-workers into
resigning, Marsinah took a letter of protest
to the factory management. After that she
disappeared. Fourdays later herbody turned
up more than 100 kilometres away. She had
been stabbed, raped and mutilated. For
months there was noattempt to investigate
Marsinah’s murder (see Spencer Zifcak, p30).
Things only began to move after interna-
tional attention on the case coincided with
US pressure on Indonesia over labour rights.

Themilitary then arrested nine suspects,
allassociated with the factory. Afteraperiod
of detention they confessed that Marsinah
hadbeen killed by company security guards
at management’s behest. But when the casce
camc to trial the accused retracted their
statements and claimed that they had been
torturcd into making confessions. They
described having clectric shocks adminis-
tered to their cars and genitals, being forced
to lick the floor with their tongues and
having their tocs crushed under chair legs.
Marsinah’s murder remains unsolved.

The list goes on—the 1984 massacre of
protesters in the poor Jakarta port district of
Tanjung Priok, the 1996 murder of journalist
Fuad Muhammad Syafruddinin Yogyakarta
and the security forces’ arbitrary killing
of at least 13 villagers in the Mapnduma

region of Irian Jaya within the past
18 months.

Hesk wikk NoT isolated incidents or
momentary lapses of military discipline
but the calculated use of terror, the New
Order’s ultimate weapon of discipline. As
Indonesia’s former military commander
General Try Sutrisno commented after the
1991 Dili massacre: ‘The armed forces are
determined to climinate whoever disturbs
stability.” He told an audicence at a Jakarta
military academy: ‘It is necessary to fire on
delinquents, which is what agitators are,
and we will firc on them.” {In a forthcoming
article for the magazine Inside Indonesia,
academic Richard Tanterargues powerfully
that there are grounds for Suharto to be
tried for crimes against humanity.)

In highlighting the systemic violence of
the New Order, I do not mean to overlook
the real economic achievements of the
Suharto period or to downplay the state of
chaos and dcesperate poverty to which
founding President Sukarno had reduced

the country by the mid '60s. Between 1966
and 1992, Indonesia’s GDD increascd five-
fold and rice output trebled from 10 million
to 32 million tonnes. There were tremen-
dous advances in education, health care
and infrastructure. The number of people
living in poverty was halved, as was the
proportion of babies dying before their first
birthday. But it should be noted that thesc
changes were not achicved purely by good

cconomic management. Suharto’s regime
was buoyed up by oil revenues, an extended
Asian boom and massive inflows of forcign
aid and Suharto’s failure to build enduring
political structures mcans that many
economic gains were squandered in the
chaos surrounding his downfall.

Neither can we remember Suharto
withoutreference to the bloodletting which
gavebirth tohis New Order. On 30 September
1965 a group of leftist officers murdered six
of Indonesia’s top generals, allegedly as part
of a plot to take power by the powerful PK],
the Communist Party of Indonesia. The
man who took control in that crisis was
Major General Suharto.

In the weeks and months that followed,
members of the PKI and suspected
sympathisers were either hacked to death
orrounded up and thrown in prison without
trial. There is no way of verifying the exact
numbcer of pceople killed but scrious
estimates range between 250,000 and one
million. As Robert Cribb comments in the
introduction to the book The Indonesian
Killings, in most accounts of Indonesian
history ‘the killings burst suddenly upon
the scene and then are over, having arrived
and departed with the rapidity and
evanescence of a tropical thunderstorm’.

In the Australian media the massacres
are often incorrectly described as anti-
Chinese killings. {This was only true in a
few specific arcas.) The violence was
political in character and there is evidence
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that the massacres were often encouraged,
organised or carried out by army units.
As Cribb writes: ‘Licensed civil violence
was a lever pulled at the centre of national
politics, but it was a very crude political
mechanism.’

According to poet and Tempo editor
Goenawan Mohamad, the killings arc
a nightmare in the Indonesian psyche, the
trauma of onc generation that lives on

in the next. In the dec-
ades that followed, social
tensions were denied and
suppressed, as Indone-
sians  were  fed  a
corporatist vision of the
nation as a harmonious
family, with Bapak
Suharto as its head. The
result, as Gocenawan
wrote as carly as 1981, is
that Indoncesians remain
unfamiliar with argu-
ment and ill-equipped to
deal  with  conflict.
‘A slight tear in the cloth
quickly can be scen as a gaping hole. We
tend to react to contlict with a lack of self-
confidence’.

There are many hopceful signs as we
watch the dramatic unravelling of Suharto’s
many decrees and strictures—the treeing ot
political prisoners, the lifting of controls on
the press, the legalisation of independent
trade unions. But the task is huge and the
potential for conflict remains enormous.
As long-suppressed calls tor justice surface
and as ditferent social groups contest the
structurc of new institutions and policies,
Indonesia could be in for a period of
prolonged instability. This is Suharto’s true
legacy.

What we arc witnessing in Indoncsia is
the revenge of politics. It is a reminder that
economic growth alone can never guarantee
social cohesion and harmony. Nor ¢an one
man be a guarantor of truc stability, no
matter how sagacious, charismatic or
powerful he may be. To quote Goenawan
Mohamad again, ‘democracy requires a
system that avoids dependence on a single
individual’ so that ‘a lcader can enter
without the accompanying fanfare and can
depart without leaving anxicty in his wake
... A political system can be said to be
‘maturce’ once dependence on an individnal
for leadership can be avoided or reduced

Peter Mares presents ‘Asia Pacific’ on Radio

National cach weeknight at 8.05pm and at
8.05 am on Saturday mornings.
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Caught in
Indonesia

ATNA SARUMPAET is one of Indonesia’s best known actresses. In 1997 she wrote a play called
‘Marsinah’. Marsinah was a member of Indonesia’s officially recognised union, the SPSI. She worked
in a factory in Eastern Java. In 1994, fed up with her poor working L()lldltl()llb and angry about the
meagre remuneration she and her colleagues received, Marsinah, just 23, led an unauthorised strike.
A few days afterwards she was raped brutally and murdered. The identity of her killer remains
uncertain. Marsinah became a martyr to the trade union causc.

Ratna Sarumpact’s onc-woman play dealt with key aspects of Marsinah'’s short life. At times
howcver, she would step out of role, step forward on stage and address her audience on the p‘n‘lllcls
that could be drawn between the conditions oppressing her subject and those which still prevail in
the country at large. About 600 people attended the first performance in Jakarta and were held in
thrall. The success was short-lived, however, The Indonesian authorities prohibited any furth-~
performances in the capital and the play itsclf drifted into oblivion.

The prohibition marked Sarumpact. It sharpened her appreciation of political repression a
provoked her engagement in oppositional political activity. Around her she gathered a small b
dedicated group of activists—artists, lawycrs, journalists, students—all of whom were devoted
resisting artistic and political suppression.

In March this ycar, she convened a ‘People’s Summit’, timed to coincide with the re-clecti
of General Suharto as President of Indonesia by the Pcoplc Consultative Assembly (MPR]. Tt w
hardly an imposing affair. Some 50 people turned out to attend the meeting, which took place it
small hotel in central Jakarta. Moments before the meceting was scheduled to begin, Sarump:
was approdached by the hotel management and told that the hotel could no longer house the eve
as the police had forbidden it. She took to the podium and announced that the summit could
longer continue. She apologised and expressed regret that freedom of speech and expression
longer appeared to exist in Indonesia. The meeting, she said, would have to be abandoned b
before it was she asked that all present join her in singing the national anthem and in saying
prayer for Indonesian democracy. The participants complied and then left the premises.

Outside they were met by the constabulary. The police converged upon Sarumpact, who ¢lu
to the arm of a foreign diplomat. She was encireled by several supporters including her you
daughter who begged that her mother should not be taken. Sarumpaet cried out in English and
Indonesian for an arrest warrant. ‘I am the arrest warrant,” the supervising officer replic”
Subscquently, she and ninc others, including her daughter, were detained and transported to pr
on. They have remained there pending trial ever since.

I was present at the legal proceedings in which Sarumpact challenged the validity of her arrest.
A statucsque and striking woman said to have the ‘highest cheek bones in all of Java’, Sarump:
madc her entrance to the North Jakarta District Court accompanied by a bevy of defence lawye
and sccurity guards. It was the day on which the judge would deliver his decision. There was lio
optimisim among the 250 or so Sarumpact supporters who crammed the courtroom.

The judge began by summuarising the evidence provided by defence witnesses—the proscecutic
had called none—but that was as far as his commitment to procedural fairness would talke him.
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The indictment makes interesting rcading. Five events are recounted as evidence of subversive
activity. Bintang, it is said, organised a meeting to announce the formation of his new political
party, another to develop its constitution, another to declare the party’s formation and adopt its
constitution and another to declare his candidacy for President. Finally, it says, he sent out greeting

cards to his supporters announcing the imminent dissolution of the ‘New Order’ Government
and the introduction of his own.

In Court that aftcrnoon, Bintang delivered his demurrer. He spoke cloquently,
energetically and without pause for two-and-a-half hours. He agreed that the events set
down in the indictment had occurred but argued that they did not and could not constitute
subversion. The prosecution, he said, had simply taken it for granted that the meetings he
had organised were subversive. But it had never demonstrated how or why this might be the
casc. All the meetings described had been publicly announced and conducted. Without
conspiratorial, secretive or agitational components it was difficult to understand how any
subversive intent could be proven. The simple formation of a political party did not in and of
itsclf demonstrate an intention to overthrow the State ideology and neither did a declaration
of one’s candidacy for President. His party’s manifesto, he said, had explicitly embraced
‘Pancasila’ idcology and recognised the primacy of the three-party system.

As he moved from the particulars of the indictment to more gencral observations upon
political freedom and suppression, Bintang’s presentation became ever more passionate. The
Anti-Subversion Law, he argued, was cast so widely that any intellectual writing on
government could be outlawed at the Government’s behest. He acknowledged that he had
criticised the operation of Indonesian democracy but in doing so he had sought only to expose
the strength of executive power, corruption wherever it existed and gross incqualities of
wealth and power. Everyone, he said, acknowledged the existence of these social
characteristics privately. He had sought simply to draw them into the public domain. Such
fair comment, he pleaded, could not be regarded by any rcasonable person as either subversive
or dangerous to the continuation of the Indonesian State.

He looked dircectly at his judges and concluded:

the activities in which I have been engaged represent entirely legitimate political action. T have

A person charged may be
convicted even though he
or she did not intend the
consequence concerned
and was not responsible
for it. It is sufficient that
the person might have
been ‘expected’ to know
that the relevant
consequence might
eventuate. Quite whose
expectation this might be
is legally unclear,
although in practice it has
become that of the

sought only to exercise freedom of speech and freedom of assembly. Every one of my activities has Government.

been consistent with the United Nations framework for human rights, with the rule of law, with
the Indonesian constitution and with the fundamental tenets of democeracy. Who are you to

T convict me for this?

HROUGHOUT HIS PRESENTATION, Bintang's eyes darted between the three judges, assessing, accusing,
but theirs rarcly rested upon him. One of the most disconcerting clements of this trial and the
others was the self-evident unwillingness of members of the judiciary to engage with the accused
and their representatives except when absolutely necessary.

In delivering his decision in Ratna Sarumpact’s proceeding, the judge never once looked at
her. In Bintang’s case, the presiding judge with whom I had spoken prior to the afternoon session at
least madc eye-contact from time to time and recorded the odd note. His two colleagues, however,
starcd distractedly at the ceiling, out the high windows, into their hands, at movement in the
gallery, at the heavily armed security police in the doors of the court, focusing it scemed everywhere
except upon the lively and intense defendant claiming their attention. Their expressions betrayed
no trace of concern or attentivencss, but rather boredom, listlessness and the occasion flash of
irritation as Bintang turnecd his argument to corruption not only in government but also in the
judiciary. A less inspiring reception to legal argument would be hard to imagine.

Without a genuinely independent judiciary, trials like this become an claborate charade. In
the ordinary courts of Indonesia, in the current political cases, no trace of independence can be
discerned. There are a number of rcasons for this.

The Indonesian judiciary is directly responsible to the Minister for Justice. It is not administered
as a scparate and distinct judicial hicrarchy, but forms part of the exceutive arm of government.
Judges’ appointment, remuneration, promotion and reward therefore are in the gift of the Minister
and the Government. In political cases, it can reasonably be expected that a decision favourable to
the Government will be rewarded, a decision adverse to it, penalised.

While the significance of judicial independence is acknowledged in the higher levels of the
administration, its practical application and import is not. So, for example, in a speech in April the
recently appointed Minister for Justice, Professor Muladi, urged his judges to be more courageous
and less conformist in their decision-making. To encourage them, he cited the example of one
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judge in Yogyakarta who had made a decision to free an acensed after having found that there was
insufficient evidence to link him to the murder of a well  nown journalist. That judge, he said,
had been promoted soon after to head a Jakarta District Court. That it might be inconsistent with
judicial independence for a judge to be promoted following an approved decision and that the
promotion should have been effected directly by the Exccutive scemingly went unappreciated.

Appointments to the country’s highest court, the Supreme Court, are made routinely from the
ranks of the military, the Government and the civil service. No appointment from the private legal
profession has ever been made.

Senior officials, including judges, are required to be members of the ruling Golkar party and to
join an association under the chairmanship of the Minister for the Interior, KORPRI. The association
obliges all members to follow the association’s rules and guidelines. Further, in every district a
tripartite consultative structure has been established that involves periodic meetings of the chairman
of the District Court, the chief prosecutor and the chief of police. Occasionally, these meetings are
supplemented by others in which the commander of the local military district and the head of the
municipal government are also involved. Meetings of both kinds appear to be held more frequently
when political cases stand to be decided.

In political cases, proceedings are routinely prejudiced by statements from senior military and
governmental officials implying the guilt of the parties being tried. For instance, in Sri-Bintang's
case a senior General was quoted as saying that the accused’s mailing of greeting cards deriding
General Suharto’s prospects for re-clection was clear evidence of subversive activity. During the
coursc of carlier trials of PRD activists in 1997, General Suharto himself had said that the PRD
‘had conducted activities which had the characteristics of insurgency’.

In subversion trials, the courts’ setting can also be intimidating. In all the proceedings
I witnessed, heavily armed guards stood at the hearing room doors and patrolled the corridors.
Plain clothes intelligence officers were ever present.

Judges are very poorly remunerated, leaving them open to moncetary and political inducement.

To supplement their meagre incomes, many engage in commercial activitics beyond their

The rights of the nation
metamorphose into the
rights of the ruler. The
principles of Pancasila
become personified in the
President. Alternative
political perspectives are
swept aside in the name of
consensus. Critics are
crushed to preserve a
governmentally defined
harmony. Those not with
the Government are
designated as its enemies
and as the enemies of the
Pancasila state. The idea
of community is
transmogrified through
ideology into tyranny.

profession, so producing undesirable conftlicts of interest. In the private legal profession,

disillusionment with the calibre and partiality of the judiciary has become so great that, in

civil cases, cvery effort is made to reach a settlement before a matter reaches court. In

commercial cases, private arbitration has become the preferred method of dispute resolution.

Acknowledging some of these problems, Justice Minister Muladi has recently announced a

war on judicial corruption. It has been met with reservation among the judges and considerable
scep  cismin the legal profession. Nevertheless, everyone hopes that some inroads
will be made.

-» ~ ITH SUCH AN ENVIRONMENT, it is unsurprising that partial, political decisions should be
madc in party political proceedings. But bias extends considerably further into trial procedure.
To take only the most recent example, on 11 February of this year 122 people were
arrested for having taken part in a demonstration. The demonstration, which took place in
the main shopping street of Jakarta, had been in favour of lower food prices. The demonstrators,
some of whom were loosely associated with Megawati Sukarnoputri’s opposition PL - party,
were rounded up and incarcerated at the central metropolitan police station. Sixty-five of
them were subscequently removed to another police detention centre.

The demonstrators challenged the validity of their arrest and detention, invoking the
Criminal Procedure Code’s pre-trial procedures. On the day of their hearing, their familics,
fricnds and supporters gathered at South Jakarta District Court to catch sight of their
colleagues and loved ones. They were destined to be disappointed. Six separate court rooms
had been set aside to process the demonstrators’ appeals, but the defendants did not arrive.
Their lawyers made inquiries and late in the afternoon it emerged that the police had refused
to permit them to leave their cells to attend. The defence took their complaints about this
refusal to the bench and all the cases were stood down until the following day.

That next day exactly the same thing occurred. The defendants were not released. Their
lawyers again protested to the judges who asked that the defence proceed without the clients.
There followed a heated interchange, the result of which was another adjournment with
the judges indicating that they would decide overnight whether they could and would

procced in the defendants’ absence. On the third day, the defendants failed to emerge yet again.

The judges did not order their attendance but indica

| that they were willit  to pr Ttoa

determination. All the defence lawyers walked out of court, leaving the judges ana the prosecutors
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and enforcement. Balance, cquilibrium, coexistence and harmony are valued over conflict, contract,
dissent and diversity.

It is such values that are invoked by Government officials when criticism of Indonesia’s human
rights record are made. So, for example, the Indonesian Government has cautioned Western obscrvers
with respect to their defence of individual rights. These, it is said, should be balanced by ‘the rights
of the community, in other words, balanced by the obligation cqually to respect the rights of
others, the rights of the society and the rights of the nation’. Such an orientation is said to be more
consistent with the cultural traditions and customs prevalent in developing countries where the
interests of the community must of nccessity prevail over those of the individual if economic
growth and prosperity are to be achieved—if hunger, ignorance, backwardness and diseasc are to be
defeated.

An attachment to collective values is also said to underlie Indonesia’s ‘Pancasila’ democracy.
Pancasila’s principles—the belief in one God, a just and civilised humanity, a unified Indonesia,
deliberative democracy and social justice—are understood to imbue the Indonesian constitution
and inform not only its interpretation but also that of the general law.

So much might well be conceded in a State which fostered plural discussion and deliberation
regarding national purposes, albeit within a wider civic and cultural framework. The problem in
Indonesia, however, is that values, principles and traditions having distinctive and significant merit
have been dragooned into the service of the State and have served to mask the deeper reality
of authoritarian rule.

Thus, the rights of the nation metamorphose into the rights of the 1 r. The principles
of Pancasila become personified in the President. Alternative political perspectives arc swept
aside in the name of consensus. Critics are crushed to prescrve a governmentally defined
harmony. Those not with the Government are designated as its enemies and as the encmies
of the Pancasila state. The idea of community is transmogrified through ideology into
tyranny.

On the broader political plain, the Government is often heard to argue that Indonesian
society is inherently unstable. The fragile unity which has been achieved and which has
brought to its people a degree of prosperity until recently unknown can only be endangered
by permitting too much diversity, difference and dissent. To fracture the republic would be
to invite chaos and confusion.

So much may again be admitted. Indonesia’s political history has from time to time
been bloody and the memorics of the political carnage of 1965 still cxert a powerful
influence on the Indonesian political psyche. Yet it is hard not to feel that the dangers of
disintegration are exaggerated in order to cement the Government’s pre-eminence. There
is no guerrilla warfare here as, for example, there has been in the Philippines. Except in
East Timor, scparatist tendencies appear sporadic and muted. The political opposition is
divided. The union movement is still in its fledgling stages. The students, while restive, are
disorganised and their demands are diffuse. Non-government organisations promote legal
and democratic reform and act for individuals in trouble but their collective strength
remains negligible.

To contain these movements, however, the Government, in partnership with the military,
has amassed a repressive state organisation of truly formidable dimensions. As one senior
diplomat remarked to me, ‘the mechanisms of political suppression are as

pervasive as they were in the former USSR, The problem is that they arc less sophisticated

I and therefore are worse’.

N HIS HOLDING ROOM at North Jakarta District Court, [ asked Muchtar Pakpahan whether he
saw any prospects of success in defeating his prosecution for subversion. ‘My success,’ he
responded, ‘will not be here.’

‘My success lies in the fact that more people now dare to say the truth. When I began in
I was the only labour leader in Indonesia. Now there are many and many more will follow.’
I then asked whether he had a message for the international community.

The Indonesian judiciary is
directly responsible to the
Minister for Justice. It is not
administered as a separate
and distinct judicial
hierarchy but forms part of
the executive arm of
government. Judges’
appointment, remuneration,
promotion and reward
therefore are in the gift of
the Minister and the
Government. In political
cases, it can reasonably be
expected that a decision
favourable to the
Government will be
rewarded, a decision
adverse to it, penalised.

1978

‘Tell your people in Australia that I am in jail because I stand for worker’s rights, for the rule

of law, for human rights and for democracy.’
‘Tell them that it is better to die in justice than live in fear.’

Spencer Zifcak is Associate Professor of Law at La Trobe University in Melbourne.

Footnote references are available on request. Tel 03 9427 7311 or email curcka@mira.net
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important for the future of the University. No-one
can do such future collection building in Australia
because of the monetary constraints. There is simply
no university library in Australia that can compare
with Toronto University Library, which has an
acquisition budget greater than Sydney
University Library’s total library budget.
Iln ‘DUMBING DOWN” of education continues as the
number of monographs declines in Australia and
student necds are being met by what are called
‘reading bricks’. Millions of pages arc photocopied and
distributed to students for almost rote learning,
without too much thought given to the educational
input. Young Australian scholars in the social sciences
and humanitics have diminishing resources for their
rescarch, at least in a traditional sensc. The few
remaining Australian university presses cither
struggle to survive or are propped up by university
subsidics (Western Australia and Melbourne, for
example).

One answer is to move to the ‘Electronic
University Press’ with the same processes of referecing
and cditing but making the text available on line and
on demand. Price analyses at ANU and Southern
Cross University show an average price of $20 tor
monograph-on-demand publishing. Other publishers
worldwide, like MIT and Columbia University Press,
have mounted some of their books free of charge on

the Net, which has resulted in increased s s for
hardback copies! Other publishers scll chapters or
individual contributors to symposia.

What is needed is collaborative action and a
national vision. Neither has so tar has emerged from
DEETYA or the Australian Vice-Chancellors
Committee (AVCC). At DEETYA, the budget reductions
have removed nearly all the policy ‘think tank’ staff.

A revamped Australian Research Council {ARCH
under the new leadership of Professor Vicki Sara may
offer a better strategic platform to consider some of
the following:

* A co-ordinated approach by all the nationally
relevant bodies (e.g. Academics, AVCC and others)
to publish only in lcarned society or academic
publications, to co-operate with their international
colleagues and to retain the intellectual copyright of
their work, particularly in an clectronic context.
A not-for-profit, cost-rccovery internarional academic
cartcl for publishing.

e Lobbying Government on the long-ternm issucs
which cannot simply be addressed by ‘glib’ once-liners
in official pronouncements.

e Establishing designated ‘para-national’ librarics
funded in part to supply the rest of the nation (c.g. in
Classics, European languages, Asian studics). Alrcady
the ANU and NLA both individually buy more Asian
matcrial than do the rest of the universities, but the
former is not funded for a national distributive role.

Australian Catholic University

THEOLOGY
Starting 20 July 1998

ACU offers the following course by distance education

For more information contact

Dr Dennis Rochford, Course Co-ordinator
PO Box 213 OAKLEIGH 3166
Tel (03) 9563 3643 Fax (03) 9563 3653
Scholarships available

Bachelor of Theology

Consider this course if you are interested in Ministry studies,
Leadership in Catholic organisations, Teaching certification,
Management, Promotional opportunities,
or for sheer personal interest.
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carried on the Barry legacy at the University.
Endorsing the unyielding traditionalism of
the older genceration of University founders,
he saw the institution as a finishing school
based + classical studies. He co-wrote
‘A Guide to Classical Reading intended for
use of Australian Students’ (1880}, and
translated ‘Thirteen Satires of Juvenal’
(1882], revelling in the sceptical, carthy
satire of Roman manners. He also producced
the first Latin play to be staged in Victoria.

Hce was above all else a committed and
brilliant classical scholar, whoregarded only
a handful of English authors as fit to extend
his range beyond the classical pantheon. He
madc room for George Eliot’s novels and
once produced a Browning play. He was
hostile to sensational fiction, ‘third rate’
poctry and any book questioning the
authority of Shakespeare, his favourite
modern. As a Trustee of the State Library in
hisretirement, he wanted all such bad works
banished from the shelves. But in his
younger days as Warden he was more
permissive. Poverty and prejudice seemed
then to concern him more than the pope-
hating patriotism that would mark his old
age. He was in favour of the shift from
patronage to competition for higher
cducation—that fitted his social Darwin-
ism. He felt the colonial version of Trinity
had to be more egalitarian than Cambridge
or Oxford, though the students who burnt
him in effigy did not see that perspective,
and he was a convert to the bicycle for men
and women, which made him a sexual
radical in some quarters. His agenda, in
other words, crossed into liberal territory,
and nowhere more so than on the question
of women’s cducation.

Along with liberalslike Charles Pearson,
he shared a belief in women’s admission to
University and saw to it that, in 1883,
Trinity became the first college in Australia
to admit non-resident women to college
lectures. He then went further and organised
residency for them ina separate hostel. The
women were inevitably dubbed ‘Hostiles’
by the college men. Bishop Moorchouse
tearcd that squatters would remove their
sons 1f ‘penniless girls” were let in, but
Leeper was undaunted. In his old age he
would also support ‘full rights of citizen-
ship’ for women in the church, including
women's candidature for the ministry,
though he had trouble imagining a femalce
bishop.

Just as the admission of women to
University was carried at least in part by
middle-class men on behalf of their own
daughtcrs, sisters and female pupils, so it
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was that the Marshall-Hall affair was
affected by well-placed fathers who worried
about daughters studying music at the
university under a professor of question-
able reputation, author of several published
pocems thought to be quite wicked in their
time. Leeper’s impulsive and authoritartan
traits had alrcady got him into trouble in
1890. He turned these same traits on
Marshall-Hall a decade lTater and helped to
ensure that the distinguished professor was
not re-appointed.

Heneversigned up with the Freemasons
or joined an Orange Lodge but, with
the outbreak of the First World War,
his passions were raised ‘to a pitch ot
xenophobia’. Hishatredsfocusedon Dr Danicl
Mannixand the anti-conscriptionists. By 1919
he was a leader of the Citizen’s Loyalist
Committee which, among other things,
wanted Australians compulsorily to wear
loyalty badges; he was author of pamphlcets
such as ‘Will Ulster Fight?’, and Vice-
President of the Victorian Protestant
Federation. Leeper’s sectarianism is not
really central here bur it does raise
contextually uscful questions that are not
addressed in this volume: how the political
culture of his youth, for example, might
have underpinned the politics of his later
life; how colonial circumstances governed
the ¢bb and flow of his scctarian fears.

There are hints along the way. His
honours essay {18471 was a study ot the
sicge of Londonderry, a key moment in
Protestant mythology, in which the city,
imperilled by James 11, is at last relieved by
William of Orange. We might presume that
for Leeper a schooling in Protestant
mythology, a patriotism that was pre-
modern {in the sense that it was virtuous,
imperial and pope-hating) re-cmerged with
a vengeance in response to shitts in che
wider pattern of social and political
arrangements—to stutters and retreats in
the march of empire, to the rise of labour
and Labor, to the ‘Irish problem’, the demise
of the New Liberalism and, tinally, to war
and the failure of the conscription
referendums. Leeper’'s 1 1 life had the
imprint of developments, both internal and
cxternal, which polarisc  politics in the
new Commonwealth and put the possihility
of scctarian warfare, the necessityvas Leeper
saw it, on the agenda.

But the political activism of thesc years
is really an appendix to a fine biographv
with broader, more catholic concerns.

Peter Cochraneisafreelance historian based
in Sydney.
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Spa-e a thought for Australia

NE O My MosT abiding memorices is
a conversation that took place in my carly
20s. It was 1980, Toongabbic. Western
suburbs of Sydney. Another 21st birthday
party. A time in between university and
cmployment. A time in my life when
cveryone seemed to ask only one question—
'So what do you want to do?’

I remember standing in the backyard
underneath a hired tarpaulin strung like a
sail from the Hills Hoist to the garage. In
the distance, near the tilted grey palings of
the back fence, a group of ‘blokes’ circled
the BBQ. It wasasiteI've always approached
with trepidation. Men with slightly
hunched backs standing together yet apart,
onc hand half in the jeans-pocket, the other
cmbracing the obligatory beer. The
conversation always struggled to flow, the
grunted words scemed mocking, harsh and
unimaginative. Everything was ‘under the
bonnet’—ideas requiring more than a nano-
scecond’s contemplation were burnt along
with the meat. After ten minutes of blokey
banter the question I was waiting for came,
morc in the form of a command than an
inquiry. ‘Whatcver you do Mark, don’t
become an intellectual!

For Australian working-class men in
the '70s, becoming an intellectual was akin
toan act of treason. Intellectual life was for

¢ non-bloke, the person who'd ‘never
done an honest day’s work’, the parasite
who wanted to spend the rest of his days
musing in a hall of mirrors at the taxpayer’s
expense. Reading the transcripts of Robert
Dessaix’s interviews with prominent
Australian intellectuals in Speaking Their
Minds, T could picture some of the
interviewees standing around the BBQ, still
in a state of denial.

Australian intcllectuals have always
been uncomfortable with the word
‘intellectual’. In popular culture, pejorative
overtones are never far from the surface. 1t's
a word that can reck of pretension,
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irrclevance and detachment. The long
tradition of Australian anti-intellectualism
which has its roots in British working-class
and petit bourgeois mentalities, still runs
deep in our public culture. We see it in
Pauline Hanson's attack on ‘clite interest
groups.” We sce it in John Howard’s disdain
for ‘sclf-appointed cultural dietidans’, and
in the rural politician’s contempt for ‘the
cappuccino set’ in Sydney and Mcelbourne.
In Speaking their Minds, many of Dessaix’s
intcellectuals prefer to use other words to
describe what they do—writer, author, play-
wright, poct, historian, scientist, thinker,
artist—'intellectual’ is simply the generic
and slightly slippery term which allows
Dessaix to rope them all under one roof.
Mention the phrase ‘public intellectual’
and different sparks begin to fly.

If Tim Bonyhady and Tom Griffiths are
right, the currency of the term over the last
two decades is duc largely to the debate
created by the publication of American
historian Russcll Jacoby's The Lust
Intellectuals in 1987, Jacoby argued that
the post-war model of the independent
public intellectual in the United States had
been destroyed by the co-opting of
intellectuals by an expanding university
system. Well hefore the 1980s, intellectuals
had retreated from the public domain into
narrow and highly specialised pursuits. This
theme was picked up by Judith Brett in her
1991 Meanjin essay on public intellectuals
in Australia. Brett pointed to the inaccessi-
bility and leaden nature of academic prose,
lamenting the ‘burcaucratisation of writing'
in the modern university. It is these issues,
and the tensions they create, which lie at
the heart of Speaking their Minds. The
tension between intellectual freedom and
the demands of the corporate university,
between the visible intellectual and the
public intellcctual, and finally, the crucial
issue of where the public space for
intellectual conversation might lie.
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In his introduction, Dessaix outlines
the book’s purposc—'to investigate the
nature of Australia’s public intellectual
culture at the end of the century .. how the
public culturc of ideas functions, its strengths
and weaknesses, its obsessions and its
silences’. This sounds slightly grandiose,
but if this is Dessaix’s stated aim then so be
it. He has succceded at times and failed at
others. Despite Dessaix’s attempt to fore-
close criticism concerning his scelection of
intellectuals, there are serious problems
with the intellectuals hie has chosen—ceven
if his choice was bascd on ‘diversity

availability and sensitivity to the
demands of good radio’.

HERL, TOR Examreit, is Humphrey
McQueen? It any individual can lay claim
to having forged an independent existence
as a public intellectual in Australia it is
Mc¢Queen. Surcly it would have been
interesting to hear the reasons behind
McQueen’s refusal to write tor The
Australian’s Review of Books. onald
Home excluded, McQueen has published
more on theissuc of intellectuals and public
culture in Australia thanany of thosce chosen
by Dessaix. Other glaring omissions come
casily to mind—Bernard Smith, Eva Cox,
Gerard Henderson, Veronica Brady,
Geoffrey Blainey, Peter Singer, Frank
Brennan, Justice Michael Kirby, Roy and
H.G.? At a time when the book-buying
public are looking to science-hased
intellectuals to provide the ‘grand theory’,
Dessaix could have made a greater cffort to
highlight the contribution of scientists such
as Paul Davics, Peter Doherty and Sir Gustav
Nossel.

Dessaix’s inclusion + Robert Hughes
underlines the reception Hughes receives
during his visits to Australia. Interviewed
on ABC TV in 1997, Hughes quipped with
amuscment, ‘Australiais my fame brothel’.
To justify Hughes' inclusion Dessaix relies






Manning Clark, for example, was under
no illusions as to why he ‘began a new life
asapublicspeaker’in 1975, Inhis preface to
Speaking Out of Turn, Clark points out
that ‘the political crisis in Australiain 1974
and 1975 happened to coincide with the
ycarin whichIended my careeras ateacher
of Australian History at the Australian
National University’. Andrew Ricmer is
another example of the retired academic
who suddenly ‘appears’ after a lifetime in
the academy. For those academics relying
on contract employment, part-time work,
or carrying large administrative and
teaching loads, it is difficult to find the
time to turn the switch to vaudeville.

Intellectuals working in universitics
whodo find the time to contribute to public
debate often get trapped in the media’s need
for the single-issuce expert, It goes something
like this. Denis Altman writes on the Mardi
Gras, Catherine Lumby sings the praises of
new technologies and the mass media,
Marcia Langton writes on reconciliation
and McKenzie Wark defends cultural
studics. Once in the clutches of the media,
the ‘“tace’ of the intellectual becomes a
label—displaying issue, slant, and tone. In
this instance, the intellectual is not so
much ‘public’ as a single-issuc celebrity.
On occasions, public intellectuals waste
the opportunity for a regular column,
descending to glib observations on life-
style—often peppered with the usual mantra
about the wonders of the new technologies.

Annce Summers recently gave an
cxample of this approach in the Sydney
Morning Herald, when she delivered a piece
devoted to the joys of shopping on the Net.
Readers were informed that Summers ‘loved
abargain’ and often found herself ‘drooling’
tor a higher limit on her credit card. Here,
Summers does her job by addressing the
class targeted by the Herald’s marketing
department, those individuals with the
disposable incomes to afford the Net—let
alone the shopping. A picce on the ability of
the new technologies toredistribute income
might have been more interesting.

Traps such as these bring to mind the
compromises forced on intellectual
independence. Humphrey McQueen has
referred to the ‘pervasive conncections
between knowledge, control and capital’.
Pressures which are even more evidentsince
the corporatisation of universities. Weneed
only encounter some of the prosc in Knowing
Ourselves und Others to be reminded of
this. Phrases such as ‘the cultural knowledge
markets of the twe:  7-first century’ and
the call for Australia to maintain its
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Chekhov’s Mongoose

Dr. Chekhov was infatuated. This is the story.

Returning from the Russian prison isle of Sakhalin

where he circulated ten thousand questionnaires and noted
with his usual dispassion the appalling conditions,

he made his first foray beyond Russian soil

via the China Sea. In Ceylon he acquired a mongoose.

It was lithe, tame and affectionate. It was quick, this mongoosc,

and the doctor spent the homeward voyage like a story

out of a children’s adventure, laughing, mopping its soil

and the broken crockery, replacing the memories of Sakhalin

with this new-found love. Without lcash or chain, without conditions
to restrict its freedom, his pet became famous, more noted

{in that shipboard idyll) than Chekhov was, more noted

than any rival souvenirs: Siamesc cat, monkey. His mongoose
loved him. When it broke all the rules and conditions

¢ social behaviour it turned dark sov ul eyes, like a Story
Book Princess, and melted him with a look. Not even Sakhalin
with all its woes and tragedy could dredge from the dark s

of its soul such pathos. Caught in his own soil

where ardour mixed with rancour, the good doctor noted
how vulnerable he was, and relented. Sakhalin

eased gently from his mind, replaced by a mongoose
which cried when it was left alone. The story

does not end there. Life has a way of imposing conditions.

When Chekhov returned, nothing was changed. The conditions

he fled from in Moscow—a demanding family, lovers, the grim soil
he had turned into rich prose in cach celebrated story—

now returned to chill him. ‘When I come to visit’, he noted,
‘please be warned. I come with my pet mongoose

who is tamer than children, wilder than Sakhalin.’

His published report, The Island of Sakhalin,

caused a sensation, and calls to reform penal conditions.
Life became a whirlwind again and though his mongoose
was the season’s novelty, on his new Estate on the dark soil
of Malikhovo, it ran off. Yes, it was found, but he noted

the broken plates, the damage, and the way every least story

mixes charm with wreckage. Some say it’'s Chekhov’s own story,
Moscow’s own Zoo was, well, provincial. It was not noted

for health or for hygiene. Until 1893 it posscssed no mongoose.

Thomas Shapcott
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‘competitiveness as an exporter of
educational and cultural products’ more
than make McQueen’s point. Working on
behalf of the corporate university in the
ideas industry may be evidence of reaching
the public but it is not the task of the
public intellectual. If education and ideas
are mere ‘products’, then intellcctual
independence can only exist so long as it
fails to threaten their sale. At present, the
university system is doing its level best to
bring on John Howard’s brave new world—
‘the greatest share-owning demo-
cracy in the world’.

ORMOST OF THOSE interviewed in Speaking
Their Minds, there was agreement that the
corporatisation of the university system,
had, in Robert Mannce’s words, rendered
universities ‘quite ordinary institutions’.
The rcasons why are familiar. Funding cuts,
increased workload, academics preoccupied
with the question of whether theirdiscipline
has a valid epistemological basis, the
reduction of the teacher-student
relationship to the commercial nexus of
provider and client, glossy brochures,
teaching ‘portfolios’ and CV presentation
takingprecedence over teaching conditions,
and the narrow criteria employed to assess
the merit of academic performance.

Articles written in arcanc tongues and
published in esteemed journals that few
people read are accorded more value than
pieces written for a wide audience. It scems
odd that the academy’s embrace of market
principles does not extend to the acceptance
of one of the publishing world’s basic
credos—the reading public are the best
referces you can have. Judith Brett reflected
on this problem in her 1991 Meanjin essay
whensshealleged that‘communicating one’s
ideas to a general public is now ... an object
of suspicion’ in universities.

The contempt for academics who play
the role of ‘showbiz buffoon’ in the media
mirrors the age-old tension in the academy
between the intellectual’s desire to speak
on behalf of the masses and their equal
inclination to be repulsed by the vulgarity
of the popular, The recommendations made
by the reference group reporting to the
Australian Academy of the Humanities in
Knowing Ourselves and Others attempt to
address the problems caused by
‘downsizing’, ‘phasing out’, and poor
working conditions in the humanities.
The principal objective of the report’s
29 recommendations is to ‘bring the
Humanities much morc prominently into
the public arena’.

The report proposes the establishment
of Humanities centres in regions of Australia
soasto ‘develop ... links between them and
the States’ major cultural institutions’. Its
concern with the public is focused on
networking and advertising the contribution
of the humanities to public culture.
Although the report recommends ‘that
universities further facilitate and provide
incentives for the contributions that
academics make to the public discussion of
ideas of importance’, in one of the report’s
reflective essays, the concept of the public
intellectual is considered passé. For
Meaghan Morris and lain McCalman, the
image of the public intellectual as the ‘folk
hero” who is driven by ‘noblessc oblige’ to
leave the ivory tower and speak to the
people is putdated and sentimental. The

N\
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pubLeeecLudlr as ‘duti-pluwbbluuax wcon’
is a ‘rod with which academics beat them-
selves to no good purpose’. Apparently, the
corporatisation of universities since the
mid-1980s has encouraged the development
ofa‘dual [public/private] educationsystem’,
leading to greater ‘structural responsive-
ness to extramural and industry defined
nced’. If my translation is correct,
corporatisation, with its bcautiful ‘networks
of specialised producers and consumers of
humanities research’, has killed the public
intellectual as the ‘single omnipotentscholar.’

In the postimodern world, where the
concerns of corporations are considered
synonymous with the public interest, we
are all publicintellectuals. The public good
becomes any one of anumber of stalls in the
public marketplace. Edward Said’s fearless
public intellectual who ‘speaks the truth to
power’ dissolves into cyberspace. We have
no need of such quaint and old-fashioned
notions in the ‘cultural knowledge markets
of the twenty-first century’. As muchas the
proponents of certain intellectual fashions
may wish to tear down the concept of the
singular and exceptional intellectual whose
ideas are capable of reaching and inspiring
a large public, the new technologies they
revere will continue to search for the public
intellectual.

The elevation of Professor Manning
Clark to the status of national prophet in
the 1980s and the issues raised in Robert
Dessaix’s survey of public intellectuals in
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Australia, demonstrate the public’s
fascination for the ‘single omnipotent
scholar’.

After only six months, Melbourne
University Press have almost sold out of
Speaking Out of Turn—Clark’s collection
of public speeches delivered between 1940
and 1991. Reading these speeches, 1 was
struck by their extraordinary passion. After
1975, Clark’s passion was that of the
partisan—the ‘true believer’. His speeches
were often repetitious and unnccessarily
apocalypticin tone, yet as Stuart Macintyre
observesinhis foreword to Speaking Out of
Turn, Clark’s courage and breadth of vision
cnabled him to become an inspiration to a
generation of Labor supporters and a
‘lightning rod for the anxieties of those who
would make us feel relaxed and
comfortable’. Manning Clark was
undoubtedly one of Australia’s most
prominent public intellectuals, but
Speaking Out of Turn gives evidence of
more than Clark’s greatness. It also points
to the pitfalls when the relationship between
the intellectual and their admiring public
becomes too cosy. As Macintyre remarks,
sometimes it seemed that ‘Clark was not so
much speaking out of turn as spcaking at
cvery turn’.

In the life of any public intellectual
there are constant tensions. To be a
public intellectual implies some degrec
of public embrace. This embrace can casily
spill over into cclebrity worship. For the
intellectual committed to intellectual
freedom, celebrity status destroys their
capacity to dissent. The public’s embrace
can make a mockery of intcllectual
independence. Instead of praying for the
emergence of another dominant public
intellectual in the vein of Manning Clark,
our public intellectual culture would be
greatly enhanced if we encouraged a
proliferation of public spaces where a larger
number of public intellectuals could
emerge—a bigger national conversation
rather than a big national figure. For this to
happen, our university culture must placc
greater value on the contributions made by
many academics to public debate. It is also
incumbent upon media organisations to
seck out different voices, to encourage
writing which transcends the focus on single
issues, and to open their wallets. Welive in
hope.

Mark McKenna is a member of the Political
Science Program in the Research School of
Social Sciences at the Australian National
University.
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Topical trave

Y EXPERT CONSULTANT on Tok
Pisinsays tromoi(m) we lek (in this context)
means more ‘to get up and go’ than just ‘go
on a journey’ as preferred by Flannery, and
that translation docs do more justice to the
author’s enthusiasm and enterprise in
scarching for new species in the waybacks
of New Guinca—the geographical entity,
that is, comprising Papua New Guinea and
Irian Jaya.
With 15 cxpeditions chalked up,
Flnnncry has ‘discovered’ {scientifically,
hat is)‘what is arguably the world’ sl(m,ut

dt, named four kinds of tree- lmm,(uoos‘

and identified the bones of ‘long extinct
and entirely unknown marsupial giants’. It
is surprising then that so far this
mammalogist has heen taxonomically
immortalisedonly by a tapeworm, Burtiella
flanneryi, albeit an cdible one.

That particular revelation came about
throughacertain ‘clean-shaven, open-faced
lad’, Willok, who attached Inmsclf to
Flannery near a tributary of the Sepik River
and had an uncommon familiarity with the
‘highly specialised” guts of the ‘very
common’ Coppery Ringtail Possum.

Willok ‘would carefully picrce ... [its]
bowel wall with his fingernail and
victoriously pull out a large, ycllow
tapeworm. After removing ‘some of the
adherent fecal matter’ (presumably the
possum is a vegetarian) by running it
through his fingers, he ‘would drop the
writhing parasite straight into his mouth!’
As tapeworms usually feast on humans,
Flannery decided to ‘beat Willok to several
of the worms’ which he then sent to a
parasitologist. They turned out to be an
unknown species which ‘would find the
human intestine a hostile environment’.
Such was the savvy of Willok. And, after
all, who can tell what some future nouvelle
cuisine melanesienne may have on offer?

Howcver unappetising a vignette, it
reminds ushow urgentisscientific rescarch
mto species in regions like New Guinea
before a different type of ‘Future Eaters’ (a
previous title of Flannery’s) obliterates
them.

We are also reminded how remote in
spacc and experience are many localities in
New Guinea. Ononcoccasioninanarcadian
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sctting, Flannery came across a man hold-
ing newborn twins. Their mother had died.
There were no wetnurses. Flannery gave
the man his supply of powdered milk which
was sure to be mixed ‘in unmeasured
proportions with unboiled water in dirty
cups’. No need to speculate further.

Flannery is graphic on the discomforts
and health hazards of life in the tropical
‘bush’, whether it means being swarmed by
amicable ‘sweat bees’ or watching queasily
a villager lancing pus-filled buboes with a
soon-to-he-used table fork.

There is, however,
reliefin uproarious ribaldry
as when Flannery has to
explain his circumecision:
rausim laplup bilong kok
 bilong pikinini man.
Flanncery’s journeys
take him to the wild Goilalas of the Owen
Stanleys, a Scpik flood plain, the towering
Star Mountains and the Ok Tedi mine, the
Torricellis and Irian Jaya where he travels
from Vogelkopf (Bird’s Head) to the Freeport
mine, the Balicm Valley and the edge of the
Mcron Glacier.

It has been said of Flannery that he is
too fond of the vertical pronoun and
that he doces not always allow veracity to
choke a good story. The
latter charge, if true, only
approximateshim toa well-
credentialled category of
adventurers, cspecially in
New Guinea, beginning
with the flamboyant Luigi
D’Albertis in the 1870s through to ChdllC
Monckton and Fr Andr¢ Dupeyrat msc
pre-war.

However, if one allows for a justifiable
degree of sclf-congratulation and relish for
rare phenomena, there scems little need to
affect incredulity or bridle at passages that
arc somewhat egotistical. Or for that matter
to carp that Flannery can lack literary
finesse. His prose is on the whole energetic
and his vocabulary broad.

He is, however, not always aware of
those who have gone before him. Karius
and Champion, for example, went through
the Telefor = v n19281 v
first to do so, while the redoubtable Mick

Jury/Aucust 1998

S

Leahy crash-landed in a glider there in 1944
to rebuild an airstrip ncar Telefolip.

The Myamin may think of themselves
as ‘virtually the last people to live a
lifestyle largely unaffected by the European
influence’ but they were certainly not the
last to be contacted, a distinction usually
belonging to the Wopkaimin of Ok Tedi in
1963. Some Myamin fought the Taylor-
Black patrol in 1938.

Flannery rather obtuscly deplores that,
when he began his studics, there was ‘no
compendium ... where he could go to learn
what other researchers had already found’.
He might have tried the resourcetul
Encyclopaediaof Papua New Guinea edited
by Peter Ryan (1972) which has entries and
bibliographics on mammals (six double-
column pages) and separate items on bats,
deer, dolphins and whales, dugong, echidnas,
marsupials, rodents, livestock and fossil

mammals, not to mention the Arch-
bold expeditions from 1933 to 1964,

HE LAST THIRD of the book deals with
‘adventurcs’ in the tragic and little
nubliciscd Indonesian territory of Irian Jaya.

nnery must have exercised tact to have
had so much access, but he has not shirked
reporting brutalities of the military regime
or the callousness with which mining is
conducted and indigenous rights are ignored.

Flannery found it ‘striking’ in Irian Jaya
‘to see how black and white are segregated’
whereas, at Ok Tedi mine ‘at every level ...
an environment exists which induces
mutual respect and understanding’. While
it was reassuring that, in contrast to Port
Moresby, there was no sign in Jay  wura of
‘high fences topped with razor wire’ or
vicious dogs, ‘the costat which thissecurity
was purchased’ was too high.

Whatever tinges of sclf-advertisement
there may be in it, Flannery has written a
humanec and unsentimental book. He doces
not gloss the cruelties, superstitions or
unpredictable destructiveness of so-called
‘primitive’ people while his empathy with
both humankind and the natural
cnvironment is inspiring.

B ST s
university of Papua INcw Guinea.
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Freedom’s hard country

0 ENTER THE wortD of Nadine
Gordimer’s fictionis toentera world where
moral possibilities shimmer and dissipate
and the prosc keeps its poise—frigidly,
subtly, with never a hair out of place—and
no concessions are made to the readability
principle that invites us to think that lan-
guage might dovetail with the worldwe know.

Though she is readable, it is some kind
of known and recognisable world that glows
through the phrasing. Nadinc Gordimer is
one of those writers who are quite happy to
look mannered in their local detail and who
reserve their knockout blows for the
structural, rather than verbal, effects.

She has spent a long time now telling
stories of guilt and its different tinctures
and shadings in her native South Africa.
She is a writer who resists easy identifica-
tion with her characters and who has a
Jamesian array of moral distinctions to bring
to any art, a ncarly nerve-wracking palette
of rhetorical shadings to indicate the status
of any action or gesture.

Gordimer comes from the educated
‘British’ upper middle class of South Africa,
she has been an honourable opponent of
apartheid and she also—in a way perhaps
comparable to Patrick White—has a
personal sensc of aristocracy, an aloofness
from the social forms that some moral
shabbiness can take which might be
mistaken for snobbery. I remember her
writing some years ago in The New York
Review of Books, after avisit to this country,
that Patrick White was the only Australian
she had met who did not speak in a
cockney whine. It seemed not so much a
graceless as an impercipient comment for a
countrywoman of Tony Greig.

Still, you don’t need to have a taste for
Nadine Gordimer to sec the power behind
the pretensions to glory. Apartheid gave her
asubject matterand may have thrustliterary
greatness upon her {(who knows?) though it
would be wrong to say that her worrisome
moral art is bereft without it.

Hernew novel The House Gun is a story
of the new South Africa. It is a murder story
and a courtroom drama, though one which
is largely played out in the minds of the
parents of the accused. It is a stark drama-
tisation of points of view, a story of how the
ordcal of witnessing the trial of a loved
child may transform and excruciate.

A youngarchitect is living at the back of
a shared household. He is bisexual in the
sense that he has once had an affair with
one of the men in the house but his abiding
commitment is to the young woman he
dragged back from the edge of suicide. After
he is put on trial for murder his father finds
a quotation from Dostoevsky—Rogozhin
on Natasha: ‘she chose me instead of drown-
ing because [ was worse than the water.”

He finds her in the act of having sex
with the man who had been his one male
lover and who had rejected him. A day later
he shoots his old boyfriend with the house
gun that is lying around for protection
against the violence of the times even in
this relaxed semi-gay household. He does
not deny having done the deed but his
barrister, acharismatic black who befriends
the parents, enters a plea of not guilty—not
on the ground of temporary insanity but on
something like irresistible impulse.

It is they, the parents, who are the
sympathetic focusof thisrather cerebralised
but still affecting drama of crime and
punishment and the crossroads that lie
between. He is an eminent businessman
and a practising Catholic. She is a doctor
and an agnostic. They belong to the non-
engaged liberal bourgeoisie. They did not
agitate or put themselves at risk during the
period of apartheid, nor did they have black
friends, but they disapproved of an intoler-
ableregime and they dealt fairly. The murder
charge hits them hard, they are thrown
back on their compatible but different,
humanistand Catholic, conceptions of right
and wrong and on the mystery of what their

son is really like, how he could be
capable of taking life.

ORDIMER 18 HIGHLY SKILLED in the way
she cxacts a kind of Racinian drama of the
mystery of human iniquity—if that’s what
it is—from the nearly formalised represen-
tation of the parents’ agony. The House
Gun will grate on the nerves and, at leastin
part, is meant to. It is, among other things,
the voice of educated liberal South Africa
trying to eviscerate its own conscience.
The portrait of husband and wife isintensely
sympathetic while having nothing
superficially attractive about it. And
somehow that is a more formidable
proposition becausc the novelist gives the
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impression of sharing a world of both
manners and morals with them. But this is
an intelligent, nearly political, novel by a
novelist who is almost retreating into
realism, almost flirting with the thriller,
perhaps because South Africa presents to
her these days the tormenting face of hope
rather than despair.

The quotation from Dostoevsky is in no
way accidental in The House Gun, but the
Victorian Gothic untidiness of ‘life’ is only
occasionally present in this very nco-
classical psychodrama.

It is always subtle, always beautifully
coloured even if the overall effect is of a
great photographer shooting in colour and
then draining it away to give the cffect of
black and white. The portrait of the black
lawyer—at once warm and egocentric—is
strongly done and so too is the sketch of the
loyal black gay friend.

The dramaturgic architecturc shows
when the judge begins his address.
Gordimer’s trick in this book is to use no
tricks at all. To allow the normative course
of a dramatic criminal action to take its
course; to present its essential ‘improbable’
nature with a strong pull towards the moral
refinements and sophistications of some-
thing like class. And then—confrontingly—
to show the values of the law—and the
grandeur implicit in its limitations—with
a considerable rhetorical power cven
though, like cverything clsc in this ugly
duckling of an art novel, it is the power of
dryness. Then, right at the finish, something
else is indicated, some part of the jigsaw,
and the picture is more complete though
the symphony of moral doubts is not
silenced or resolved.

The House Gunisanovertly ‘cold’ novel
about murder and responsibility in a time
of low-level tumult and confusion. Its
almost neurotic emphasis on the universal
fact that murderers are some people’schildren
scems to me, in its never quite predictable
execution, to be more wise than contrived.

This is a liberal novel, full of vincegar
and gall, written in somethinglike contempt
of the sentimental expectations it scts up.
There’s nothing very likeable about it bur
it's oddly compelling.

Peter Craven is currently editing Best
Australian Essays 1998.
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But just then, chance intervened again.
The Young Elizabethan Players (another
arm of the AETT) offered him a part in A
Man for all Scasons, opening in Perth,
followed by touring roles in Richard I1T and
The Merchant of Venice. Eight months of
work helped to establish his name in the
Australian dramatic theatre—and paid off
the car.

There was a further fluke in this saga:
another young actor named John Bell
got to play Trofimov in the inaugural
Tote production and he later played
Richard III and Shylock in subsequent
productions for the Tote, thus sowing the
seeds for his reputation as Australia’s
leading Shakespearce actor. Olsen’s good/
bad luck proved to be Bell’s luck as well.
(Luck is such a crucially important part of
an actor’s carcer; maybe that’s why they

prefer to say ‘break a leg’ to cach

other instead of ‘good luck’.}
OLSEN’S Luck continued after his Young
Elizabethan Players début. A continuous
stint with the fledgling South Australian
Theatre company followed, beginning with
Noé¢l Coward’s Private Lives and then four
playsinarow infourdifferent theatres. The
last of these was Peter Schaffer’s The Royal
Hunt of the Sun, which took him back to
Perth fora Festival of Perth season. Another
highlight of those days was the inaugural
Interstate Theatre Scason national tour in
Australian playwright Ralph Peterson’s
Night of the Ding Dong in 1966. ‘Those
were beaut days,” he says. ‘It was pretty
rudimentary, espccially working without a
home, but what those people [directors
John Tasker and Peter Batey and an
imaginative design staff] did under those
conditions was pretty amazing.’

Olsen’s next career move was to
Melbourne, in 1967, to join John Sumner’s
Union Theatre Repertory Company
(UTRC), where I had the pleasurc of lighting
all of the productions in which he
appeared for a couple of years after the
UTRC changedinto the Melbourne Theatre
Company. My fondest memories of Olsen’s
work in that period are of his Tuzenbach
in George Ogilvie’s luminous production
of Three Sisters, his Brahe in Bill Reed’s
Burke’s Company and his extraordinary
performance as the 89-year-old Solomon in
Arthur Miller’s The Price.

While it would be invidious to single
out any one actor in what was an
outstandingly strong ensemble {thosc were
the days when semi-permanent groups of
artists werc still the rule rather than the

cxception), it is certain that I never lit a
finer actor than Olsen. He had then—and
still has—a remarkable capacity to
transform into a character with minimal
external means,

It was no doubt a combination of his
qualities as a character actor and his innate
musicality that cnabled him to make the
leap into Gilbert and Sullivan late in 1969.
Returning home to Adelaide in 1973, after
his spell with the D’Oyly Carte Opera
Company and a further stint with the
Australian Opera, Olsen again teamed up
with George Ogilvie, who had taken over as
Artistic Director of the South Australian
Theatre Company, by now ensconced in its
new home in the Adelaide Festival Centre.
Goldsmith’s She Stoops to Conquer was
one of his favourite productions from that
period.

But it was an all-South Australian
production in 1982 that opened up yet
another career dircction for him. This was
Adelaide playwright Rob George’s play
Percy and Rose, about Percy Grainger and
his mother Rose, for the Stage Company of
South Australia, and it provided him with
the perfect vehicle to exploit his skills as an
actor and as a pianist. It also gave him
another opportunity to play opposite one of
his favourite actresses, Daphne Grey. The
immense popularity and massive tour of
Percy and Rose ensured that this would not
be the last time he would actand play in the
same production. Olsen was the obvious
choice, forexample, to play Scrgey Prokofieff
in the touring production in the mid-1980s

of David Pownall’s harrowing play

about Stalinism, Master Class.
H EDOESN'T GET TO pLAY the piano much
in his Evening with Dennis Olsen cabarct
show, apart from an hilarious duet version
of Grainger’s ‘In an English Country Garden’
in the second half. This show is a collection
of reminiscences about his life on the stage
(and his brief attempt at dentistry)
intersperscd with a selection of the songs
he’s sung over the years. Of course, he does
somec of the famous patter songs and we get
to join in as the chorus in ‘Now I'm a
Judge—and a Good Judge Too’. He does the
fiendishly difficult Nightmarce song from
Iolanthe, throwing on the cloak he wore in
his Australian Opera days and adopting a
pronounced stoop; he does Noél Coward’s
‘Don’t Put Your Daughter on the Stage, Mrs
Worthington’inasacidastyle as the Master
could have wished and he does songs and
some poems from the likes of Christopher
Isherwood. The diction throughout is
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impeccable and the musicality and phrasing
are exemplary.

And he also does songs from the great
musicals. Throwinga faded old yellow scart
around his neck and an cccentric cap with
abit of straw hangingoff it onto his head, he
sings ‘If I Only had a Brain’ with just a
suggestion of clongation of face and vacancy
of expression. With nothing else in the way
of theatrical accoutrements, he is the straw
man. With nothing extraneous at all, he
does TI've Grown Accustomed to her Face’
as persuasively as I've ever heard it. The
effect in Dennis Olsen’s renditions, in fact,
is to make us hear these songs as if we'd
never heard them before.

The point is that if we have never heard
these songs sung better, it’s because we
have never heard them acted better.

Geoffrey Milne is head of thecatre and drama
at La Trobe University.

Dennis Olsen is appearing in Old Wicked
Songs at the Marian Street Theatre in
Sydney from 19 July and An Evening with
Dennis Olsen returns to Caper’s Dinner
Theatre in Melbourne, for a two-week
season comuiencing on 15 September.
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development, and arguably his greatest and
most opposed cameos—Hotspur, the boyish
Geordice warlord who wants to pluck honour
from the pale-faced moon, and Justice
Shallow, the ncarly senile companion of
Falstaff’s youth. Shallow is Shakespcare’s
reminder (if one were needed) that the world
of grog and floozies is not that far from a
world of country tranquillities and the
memory of the chimes of midnight, and
that both have realities unknown to the
vanitics of princes.

And then there is Henry IV, old
Bolingbroke himself, that grimly smiling
politician who strives right up to his dcath
for the integrity whose semblance he has
always worn like a glove. It is the most
naked of all Shakespeare’s portraits of a
politician becausc this man with his mastery
of every crooked path to power is presented
at his most vulnerable—as a father.

Henry 1V shows Shakespearc at
maximum breadth. It has every jot and
tittle of his naturalism. In this timce of war,
landis as cheap as stinking mackerel. It also
has great flashes of military glamour, the
glinting ethos of ‘Die all, dic merrily.’

John Bell’s recent Bell Shakespeare
production, abridging both parts to a solid
but fast-moving three-and-a-half hours, is
benignly influenced on its surface by the
English Shakespeare Company’s version,
with Barry Stanton as its grand Falstaff.
That production had a lot of black leather
and contemporary sleaze—it was the cycle
with the Gotcha placard for Henry V—Dbut
the rock music and roughness did not
disguise a classical verse technique and
textual purity.

In Bell’s current production the warlords
of Pt 1 {their diminished successors in Pt 2
have been cut) go to it with all manner of
soccerised hymns {like ‘You'll never walk
alonc’); the battle of Shrewsbury, together
with Hal’s ducl with Hotspur, is spry and
exciting as a mimed flick-knife fight. And
the various Cymric and British chants
orchestrated by burly thugsinblack T-shirts
with trunchecons has the right growl of
menace to suggest that hooliganism is a
dark side of the national inheritance, older
than the House of Lancaster but as
contemporary as the wind from France.

John Bell makes afairfist of Pe 1 (despite
a negligible Hall and the production as a
whole sustains interest, even though Pt 2—
shorn, alas, of all but its bucolic comedy, its
tavern on the skids, and the King and Hal—
is subjected to the kind of campery and
distracting obviousness that has marred
earlicr Bell Shakespeare work.

I was apprchensive at the idea of John
Gaden as Falstaff, but he brings to the part
all the considerable dexterity of his long
carcer and manages to be relaxed in a role
that will defeat any impression of cffort.
The old codger’s Australian voice fits the
London idiom, and if Gaden does not plumb
the depths of this part he does register its

authority and the hints of
-) melancholy behind the zest.
. ARTOF WHAT HALE-MASKS the performance
is the director’s fault. In the second part of
the play those golden autumnal scenes
between Shallow and Falstaff are deranged
by the corniness of the staging and by the
way Tony Taylor’s Silence (funny in itsclf)
isallowed tomilk to the point of upstaging—
as if he were the star turn in a school play.
It's a pity, because Edwin Hodgeman’s
Shallow is potentially very good {despite
rathcer too much action in his trouser
pockets—another vulgarity) and some of
the greatest comedy Shakespeare wrote is
literally drowned out.

None of which can diminish the vigour
of the first part, with Darren Gilshenan a
very presentable Hotspur and Tony
Llewellyn-Jones an attractively hammy
Glendower. In the sccond part
Gilshenan makes Pistol ridiculous in

John Bell can make mistakes like this in
casting. Elscwhere he hits the mark. The
play’s mostimpressive performanceis Richard
Piper’s as the King—a disciplined, rock-
hard classical portrayal, in control of the
play’s language and allowing it to lecad him
into the characterisation. Alone among this
company, Piper looks as though he's acting
with the RSC, and I don’t mean that as an
insult. There are moments when you wish
he were playing Falstaff and Hal as well,

He also comperes the music-hall style
Shakespearean race-call to get the audience
back after the interval and does it with
gusto. We nced to see more of Richard
Piper. His strength, Isuspect, would be the
tough soldicr parts like Coriolanus but he
could do anything. Perhaps an Antony and
Cleopatra with Gillian Jones?

This Henrv IV is a hopeful sign in the
history of Bell Shakespeare, quite apart from
its strong parts. The presence of actors of
the calibre and experience of Prior and
Gaden suggest that our actor manager is
finally pushing to get his peers to share his
stage. Well, good on him.

Peter Craven is former Mclbourne drama
critic of The Australian.

an unhelpful way but Tony Llewellyn-
Jonesis awonderfully spry and pedantic
ChictJustice. Andina double whammy
of a play studded with challenges,
Carole Skinner is superb as Mistress
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Quickly: the smoky strine voice adds
charm to a comic performance that
hits with a hammer blow.

Some of this Henry [V is ragged, as
perhaps it’s bound to be. Gaden does
notrisc toasensc of fatalism at the end
of the play, but that kind of effect
would depend on the kind of direction
that could achicve the rapid and subtle
transitions which elude John Bell,
more particularly after the interval.
Henry 1V, as it develops clegiacally to
its end, is full of one-liners that sound
to the depths, as when Falstaft says to
Doll: ‘Peace, peace good Doll. Be nota
death’shead tome. Bid me not remember
minc end.” Gaden hits some notes and
misses others, but there isreal finish and
masculinity to his performance.

He is not helped—nothing is—by
Jocl Edgerton’s performance as Hal,
which is mediocre in the tavern scenes
and inept in the court ones, with a
teasing moment of competence during
the fight. It is a mystery to me how
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acting—they’re recreating memories.
Scorcese had a goldmine in the vibrant
culture kept alive by the Tibetan exiles.
The Tibetan oracle, for instance, made me
feel quite toey—there is a fine line between
the descent of the Muse and just very good
acting, and I think here there was more
going on than was dreamt of in our
philosophy. Disbelief spends a lot of time
suspended, partly because there is such a
vivid engagement with real raw belief, not
wishy-washy religiosity. Kundun’s mother
is played by the Dalai Lama’s niece, and
other relatives abound.

The film takes one through the
beginnings of Kundun’s life, using four
young Tibetans, aged 2, 5, 12 and 18. The
attempt to recreate Tibet is more than
convincing, because of the sheer authority
of the exiles who are holding Tibetan
Buddhist culture in a heartland that they
call into being for Scorcese to organise
into a long but perfectly paced movie.
So what you end up with is much more
than a biopic, something that challenges all
the emptinesses in that inescapable
comparison, The Last Emperor.

Kundun is a rich, glowing masterpiece
from one of the greatest directors in the
world. It deserves to be seen, especially
since the production company, Disney, was
intimidated by the Chinese Government
into attempting to bury it by releasing it
into only a few cinemas and fixing an
abnormally high distribution price on it.
But don’t see it just because it would be a
worthy thing to do—do yourself a favour
and see it many times for its wonder and
pathos and humanity.

—TJuliette Hughes

Downmarket

monster

Godzilla, dir. Roland Emmerich (Hoyts).
Among the more than usually bizarre range
of merchandise to accompany the Austral-
ian release of Godzilla is a battery-operated
candy turner, available at supermarket
check-outs. This is a plastic device, not
unlike an electric toothbrush, shaped like
Godzilla, the world’s most frightening
monster. You put a chuppa-chup or lollipop
in the head of the lizard, hold down the
button andlet the candy turnin your mouth.
The purpose of the device is to spare young
children even the minimal exercise they
may get from chewing on candy and hence
to preserve precious calories.

Sad to say, I was more entertained by
playing with the Godzilla candy turner for

the 20 minutes I was stuck in the check-out
at K-Mart than I was for the two hours
I endured this unbelievably boring movie. I
spent part of the film wondering if I could
endure the 38-storey big-dipper at
Dreamworld on the Gold Coast which was
advertised in the trailer beforehand. The
rest of the time I dreamt of better ways to
spend $100 million.

The original Godzilla, created in Japan
in the 1950s, had a role in helping a nation
cope with the atomic devastation it had
suffered not long before. Godzilla, the
monster, was caused by radiation. The
Japanese enthusiasm for him was based on
a subliminal understanding that they were
not going to live forever in fear of the
harmful effects of radiation, no matter how
terrifying they may be. The new Godzilla is
likewise caused by radiation. In this case,
the French are to blame. Their environ-
mental callousness has created a monster
big enough to supply all the Godzilla meal
deals currently on offerat KFC. Forastrictly
limited time.

—Michael McGirr s;

Saddle cures

The Horse Whisperer, dir. Robert Redford
{Village). Consider the ingredients: animals
and damaged children, a nail-hard New
Yorkeditor, hermildlawyer-husband, acraggy
Montanan who can talk to horses, his folks,
their folksy meals and even folksier cattle
musters all set against mountains and high
plains where lovers can gallop free. The
film could have been a disaster.

But Redford manages to keep glamour
and gratification on short rations with wit,
restraint, moral plainnessand an intelligent
script. And the horses—difficult to suborn
a horse—are extraordinary. If you have to
be upstaged by any force of nature go for the
horse every time.

Redford, who knows what he is about,
starts with horses in a credit sequence that
has one elemental creature galloping
through sand dunes. The muscular finesse
is more amazing than anythingin Spielberg.
He then picks up our historical fascination
with horses (Lascaux, Indian painting,
Asiatic invasions, etc.) in a brief encyclo-
paedic sequence in which Annie, the New
York editor (Kristen Scott Thomas) does a
frantic electronic search for lore that might
cure a ravaged horse and at the same time
reconcile her injured daughter {Scarlett
Johansson) to some wholeness of life. She
locates a horse whisperer, Tom Booker, a
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late 20th-century medicine man {Redford)
whose skill with horses places him in the
long line of humans who haven’t needed
Darwin to instruct them in the origin of
species. I'd say he was Tommy Woodcock
with allure, except that the film’s virtue
lies exactly in its ability to sidestep cliché.
It makes you look twice at the conventions
of late modern life—its fabled stress and
retreats into backwoods alternatives.
Redford as director knows too much about
both sides tobe content with urban/pastoral
dichotomics. And his cast arc exemplary.
Even the children.

Dianne Wiest and Chris Cooper are
disconcertingly convincing as rancher
husband and wife. Scott Thomas’ brittle
Englishness allows her to get away with
Annie’s unabashed romanticism, and she is
deftly counterbalanced by Sam Neill as her
husband. Neill, asubtler player than Redford,
manages what most actors cannot—the
portrayal of a weak, admirable man. So full
marks to Redford for the courage of his
casting. The film is also unflinching—and
consequently very moving—initsevocation
of the complexity of the relationship between
mother and daughter. —Morag Fraser

Doub_z identity

Sliding Doors, dir. Peter Howitt (general
release). If you’re up for a spot of romance,
a bit of a cry, and a hearty laugh at the
expense of two daft jocks in a London pub,
hop off to Sliding Doors, a darkly charming
romantic comedy without the slightest hint
of saccharine.

Helen (Gwyneth Paltrow) gets the sack,
meets a stranger on the train, and discovers
that her boyfriend, Gerry {John Lynch), is a
feckless two-timing scoundrel. Or, perhaps,
Helen gets the sack, misses her train, and
concludes that Gerry is a bit feckless but
faithful. Which is it to be? Well, the
conjuring of cinema can afford Helen both
possibilities, and does. Seamlessly moving
from one possible world to the other, Sliding
Doors manages to keeps you equally
interested in both its stories.

Casting amajor Hollywood star (playing
a Brit} in the leading role hasn’t stopped
Howitt making a handsomely European
style of film—a touch of Continental
romance checked by a good deal of British
irony (dark and rich). The absence of cute
characters and a healthy dose of Monty
Python quoting has left this tale of love
without a trace of the dreaded feel-good.

—Siobhan Jackson
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