

















HE ELECTION AFTER, perhaps, might be
one that matters. One that genuinely
mobilises some community opinion and

Jack Waterford

involves fundamental choices about where
Australians are going and what they want to be.

If this happens, however, it is more than likely to be a
consequence of something the politicians have not controlled so
far: the transition to a republic. Voters who have decided this time
around that nothing very important is being resolved are well-
entitled to their cynicism. They are certainly well-entitled to have
concluded that there was little that was fundamental about tax
reform, of either party’s prescription, or about anything either of
them have characterised as plans.

The differing policies on wider issues, such as health, or
employment, or unemployment, or education or immigration,
were at best cunningly devised, from the centre line, to inform
voters about which goal posts they were facing, while reassuring
those looking in the opposite direction that they had no developed
intentions of moving far from the halfway line. The credibility
problem of both parties has prevented their doing much more.

John Howard’s at times pathetic refrain that he has a plan—and
Kim Beazley’s attempt to use the same word himself—reflects the
fact that the research of both parties tells them that voters want
politicians and parties with developed visions of the political
process. Alas, however, the same research tells them that the voters
have almost entirely lost faith in any capacity of the current crop
of politicians to deliver, so that anything grandiose will be
immediately discounted. Noris the disillusion something confined
to the fringes represented by the One Nation movement. Popular
participation in politics has never been so low since federation, and
uncertainty and insecurity about the future never so high. The
brew, however, does not so much inspire the raspberry represented
by voting for a Pauline Hanson, as an apathy and fatalism.

One positive consequence of the Hanson effect is that it might
put a brake on stage two of a Liberal Party agenda with which Labor
itself had flirted.

The cuts imposed by the first Howard budget followed
recommendations from the National Commission of Audit, but its
report, coming from deep within the soul of the economic rationalist
movement, had a higher agenda—at that point only postponed. The
commission had called foraradical debate on the role of government.
This was to be focused not only on producing smaller government,
confined to core functions. It wanted the question of what those
core functions are to be completely open—and questions about how
such goods and scervices which fell within the net might be provided,
to be open to all of the modern marketing mechanisms. We scem
to have decided that even jails can be provided from the private
sector, so why not most of the functions of Treasury or Defence?

The minister who embarked on this with the greatest zeal was
John Fahey, who has never received the credit he deserves for
creating the economic conditions in which a Pauline Hanson can
flourish. Second cab off the rank was Dr David Kemp, whose major
picce of architecture—privatised jobs agencics—has been the most
significant and complete policy and administrative failure of the
Howard Government.

The wave of intervention which followed the Queensland
clection suggests that stage two of the Commission of Audit agenda
is not high on the priority list.

| Moving right along

It’s a pity in a way, because if ever there were a time for areview
of what Australians want and expect of government, it ought to be
now, even with such embarrassing lead debaters. In an election
campaign of extraordinary tedium, one of the lowest points was the
incapacity of the two leaders to articulate any sort of vision of
Australiaadecade hence—oratleast a vision that was not primarily
economic in its terms coupled with a few clichés about fairness. But
a debate which talked about the community fabric and the nation’s
physical and social infrastructure, and which sought to establish
both some old and new concepts of citizenship, of public interest
and common good, and which defined just what it is government
can and should reasonably deliver would be well worth having.

The old phrases are no longer adequate—whether because of
communications, the realities of a modern trading state, or even of
amodern economy. The old models of public and private sectors are
not adequate either: it is possible to deliver some goods and services
more efficiently from the private sector. There is more accident and
history than rhyme or reason about which of our utilities are
regarded as essentially of the public sector.

We may need new models of work and duty, even in the private
sector, to cope with a public sector which is increasingly less
process-oriented. Old regulation models need rationalisation, and
some of the tools of the modernists—about market testing,
competition and choice—are worth playing with. But at the same
time, voters are more than customers, co-operation is in many
areas a more cffective way of achieving ocutcomes than
competition, and notions of community are more significant than

ideas of rugged individualists making their way alone in

a hostile world.

IT IS ONLY WHEN THERE HAs been such a debate that other issucs are
going to be resolved. Issues such as how government intervenes in
local communities to promote outcomes such as employment
growth or health; about how far pure economics and market forces
can dictate the size and structure of communities and how much
the march of that progress can and should be slowed or reversed by
conscious use of community resources. And then about what
resources government needs, and thus what our taxation rates
might be. As it is, too much of thc debate is being won by the core-
functionalists by default.

In part this is because many of the players scarcely talk to cach
other, or scarcely usc the same language when they do: whether
they are politicians imbued with the modern ‘realities’ when they
are addressing voters, or Aborigines talking to government, or the
welfare sector talking to business or Treasury. Pauline Hanson
may, finally, be amoral victor by waking some politicians, journalists
and other self-confident spruikers for the new age to the fact that
presiding over a reduced and more unequal flow of government
goods and services is not necessarily popular. Even if her demented
election performance produces its just deserts, it is unlilkely that
the clectorate will forget. In the meantime, however, many of the
horses are bolting.

With the rival slates up at this election, it is hard to be
optimistic. Which is why something strictly symbolic—such as
a republic, a centenary or a millennium—could be a circuit
breaker. [ ]

Jack Waterford is editor of the Canberra Times.
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Leading wit
feeling

HO s THE GREATEST leader Australia
has ever scen? Bill Woodfull, of course,
taking Jardine round to the rooms after he’d
complained somc Aussic had insulted him,
and inquiring of the players: ‘Now which
one of you bastards called this bastard a
bastard?’

Or, comingright up to date, Jeff Kennett,
Mr Formula I, big on ‘men’s business’,
military-style command and mecdia
management? A man who knows about the
army tells me Kennett is a natural NCO, a
bit of a tcaraway. Onc day he'll be halfway
up the hill and look round and there’ll be
nobody behind him! (In wartime they might
shoot him.)

John Howard is the last Prime Minister
who’ll be older than [ am. {Kcating was the
first who was younger.) Only by a few
months, but in a way it’s a comfort to have
him there, though he seemsabitlessrelaxed
and comfortable than he thought he’d be.
Not that any politician has it easy. Marjorie
{Mo} Mowlam, of Northern Ireland fame,
warns that we're down to the emotionally
starved leading the emotionally distressed:
‘Can the MPs who love the sound of their
own voice, who cannot be kept off television
and radio and who act in such a pompous
way really be insecure? Well, in my
experience they most certainly can.’

I don’t know that we arc ready in
Australia for this kind of levity about
leadership. It sounds suspiciously like
‘women’s business’, and indeed Mowlam
was contributing to The Politics of
Attachment, an amalgam of psychology,
ethics and politics published in Britain in
1996. The book is dedicated to understand-
ing ‘the fears and emotions’ involved in
coping with social change and it’s a good
introduction to the Blair revolution. Its
theme is notunfamiliar—how governments
can respond to widespread insecurity.

In settled times leaders can go with the
tlow. What’s natural for them is natural for
us. Pauline Hanson and John Howard arc
both inclined to look back to the past. Even
Kennett, a2 man of future if ever there were
one, dipped into the past to come up with a
word of advi | S T way
Sir Robert Menzies treated Communism.
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{Come again? Ban One Nation?) But in our
unsettled times only new rallying calls are
going to work.

Maybc rallying isn’t the word, though
there’s plainly a hunger for it. The point is
filling the emotional vacuum, breaking the
cycle of insecurity

There’s nothing more significant about
One Nation’s leader than her unshakeable
certainty—a certainty towards which, we
must say, ignorance makes a considerable
contribution. When things fall apart the
best are apt to lack conviction, as Ycats
said. But it’s important what we have
convictions about—it still surprises me
when politicians and business folk call it
‘vision’ turning a park into a race track.
I suppose I must concede that a tax package
can be reformist. But what words will we
usc for giving a country its confidence back,
its belief in itself and, not incidentally, in
its ideals and the direction it’s heading?

‘Emotional leadership’ sounds a bit
touchy-feely. Woodfull wouldn’t have
known what it meant. But we live in
unscttled times when even how to handle
our private cmotions, not to say our
prescription erections, gets discussed
everyday in the papers. Howard and Beazley
arc faced with the cxpectations of a
generation that thinks itself more
‘ecmotionally litcrate’ [another Blairish
phrasc) than their parents.

It’'s all too casy to counsel perfection
from the stands: be empathetic but hard-
headed, consultative and decisive, attend
to men’s business and women’s business,
both. Maybe leaders don’t need such large
vocabularies; our own mansays ‘arrogance’
is just another word for ‘leadership’ and it’s
how he, and we, have got where we are. But
it’s not all dumbing down. It’s rumoured
that Cheryl Kernot is reading a book by the
Australian consultant, Alistair Mant, whose
father, Gilbert, covered the Bodyline tour
tfor the Sydney Papers. The book’s called
Intelligent Leadership.

Graham Little is a Mclbourne academic
and writer. His book on the emotions in
pu " v 7 be pub  ed next summer by
ABC Books.





















reviews electoral matters after every
election is expected to look at suggestions
that may include reducing the number
of senators or zoning them—both ways of
keeping out minor partics.

But if that kind of nobbling is off the
realistic short-term political agenda, the
Canberra establishment has managed to
squceeze in one piece of revenge against the
mavericks who insist on upsetting the
smooth running of the two-party-preferred
system. Federal pollies have snuck through
the Electoral and Referendum Amendment
Act 1998. Its most noteworthy provisions
are a response to just one man—Albert
Langer, former {very former) student radical,
now on a solo mission to give the political
mainstream a scvere casc of the irrits.

Langer was jailed on 14 February 1996
for contempt of the Victorian Supreme
Courtafterdefyinganinjunction restraining
him from encouraging 1, 2, 3, 3, 3 voting.
He scrved three weeks, rewarded with
rencwed national notoricty. If the taste of
porridge still haunts him he can at least
take comfort from the fact that the
Australian Electoral Commission now calls
this form of optional preferential voting
‘Langer-style voting’.

Up until recently, it was legal to vote in
that fashion (thanks to an obscurce clause in
the clectoral law designed to save people
who misnumbered their ballots from
wasting their initial preferences) butillegal
toadvocate doingsoduringelection periods.
This ycar’s amendments have turned the
situation on its head. There are no longer
penaltics foradvocating Langer-style votes.
Albert can spruik his voting method
anywhere and anytime with impunity. But
the actual casting of such a vote is now
deemed informal. The hammer has swung
and the nut can regard itself as well and
truly cracked.

So much for pollies trying to narrow the
field. Across the Tasman the voters took
the initiative in 1993 to broaden it, voting
to scrap first-past-the-post voting and
replace it with the Mixed-Member
Proportional system or MMP. The intro-
duction of this hybrid systemm—with some
MPs being clected for geographical
constituencies and others for parties that
reach a 5 per cent threshold—reflected a
spasm of popular anger. Politicians had
devastated the New Zealand welfare state
and politicians should be brought to
account.

Has it worked? Yes, in the sense that it
undermined the absolute authority of a
majority government. As Winston Peters,

then deputy prime minister, told a meeting
in Melbourne last year: ‘MMT will
inevitably produce coalitions and coalition
governments because of the extreme
unlikclihood of any party winning an
clection outright. That is the cssence of
why people chose MMP in New Zcaland.
They wanted more co-operation—more
sharing of power.’

Has this sharing of power delivered any
improvements?! Not a chance. In August
the New Zealand coalition government had
anear-death experience, Peters was sacked
as deputy PM and his New Zealand First
party splintered—all this taking placc while
the economy was sprinting to beat its
Australian competitor for the honour of
going into recession first.

New Zealanders should have noted the
warning signals at the time. Just as they
were dumping Westminster-style winner-
takes-all autocracy, Italian voters were
contemplating introducing first-past-the-
post voting to rid themsclves of kaleido-
scopic multi-party governments.

Ticks, crosscs, numbers both optional
and singular, transferable and preferential
it doesn’t scem to make a great deal of
difference. Whoever wins and in whatever
combination, the relentless maw of
economic necessity is likely to swallow all
politicians’ promises, whether core or non-
core or just made up because you've got
such a beautiful baby.

—David Glanz

If it weren’t for
the war ...

Sudan is more than just a strategic target in
the undeclared war between the US and
Islam. as Andrew Dodd discovered on a

recent visit.

-V V E ARE NOT HERE to kill your children,’

said the aid worker, as the translator
repeated in the Dinka language. One of the
women in the feeding centre had heard the
feeding formula could hurt her child. The
Oxfam health worker wanted to allay any
fears. ‘As long as you boil the water first,
cveryone will be okay.’

The supplementary feeding centre at
Agangrial in south Sudan is a magnct for
the starving. Each Monday, crowds of
c¢maciated and lethargic people queue for
food. The numbers have been growing and
the cases becoming more serious. Before
witnessing this I had doubted this famine
was real. The patchy wet season had not
long arrived and the surrounding country-
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side was green and lush. This region of Bahr
El Ghazal is only seven degrees north of the
cquator, and palm trees and tall grass thrive
in the sticky humidity. But the palm fruits
had all gone: there was simply nothing to
cat. This is Sudan in the hunger gap—the
frustrating period when next scason’s crops
are slowly growing, tended by people
desperately weak from starvation.

Normally, the Dinka and the Nuer and
the other tribes of the White Nile make do.
They haveingenious ways of surviving. But
this year they have hit a crisis—the effect of
two years of drought and 15 years of civil
war.

Six months ago, the World Food Program
believed 350,000 people were at risk of
starvation. Now the figure is 2.6 million.
UNICEF estimates that in the south over

50 per cent of children arc malnourished.
Most at risk are the displaced who have fled
the fighting between the Sudan People’s
Liberation Army (SPLA) and the troops loyal
to the government in Khartoum. These
internal refugees {(known as returnces) flee
to arcas where food is already short, putting
increased pressure on dwindling resources.

‘To understand this famine,’ I was told,
‘you’ve got to get a handle on the war'—and
that’s not an casy thing to do. Is it a war
about independence for the south or a fight
for resources such as oil and uranium? Is it
a religious battle between the Muslims of
the north and the Christians and Animists
of the south? The conflict has claimed 1.2
million lives and traumatised the entire
country.

Wherever you go, there’s someone with
direct experience and a story to tell. When
we left the feeding centre we came across a
spindly and refined old man walking home
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own is a poor thing. Tend it with a little
humour, and hope and charity get up and
running again too.

—Richard Leonard s)

Mellow out

IN LATE AUcusT the Vatican’s Congregation
for the Doctrine of the Faith condemned
the writings of the late Anthony de Mello,
an Indian Jesuit spiritual writer who died
suddenly in 1987, aged only 56. Over the
years of his ministry, and through his
popular books, he has helped perhaps
hundreds of thousands of people to find a
taste forprayerand the confidence to explore
the life of the spirit.

De Mello made no claim to being a
systematic theologian. He was a teacher.
He sought deliberately to provoke and to
challenge, to help people break free of
constrained and constricting views of God
and humanity. In a long explanatory note
accompanying this Vatican ‘warning’, his
collections of stories, parables and
aphorismsare mined fordamningevidence.
Each phrase is given the most negative
possibleinterpretation and they are cobbled
together tocreate asystem of thought found
to be ‘not compatible with the Christian
faith’. Yet it would be surprising to find a
fully rounded summa of the Christian faith
in a book called One Minute Nonsense.
You don’t buy The Prayer of the Frog if you
are looking for the Carechism.

He is accused of ‘an cxaggerated
apophaticism’—thatis, of over-emphasising
the longstanding Christian belief that it is
beyond the capabilities of human language
fully to express the reality of the divine, A
good dose of apophaticism might be just the
thing these days when believers of many a
stripe feel so confident that they can some-
how sum God up in their scriptures and
creeds.

Heis accused of treating Jesus as merely
one teacher among many. But Christianity
has never claimed that it is Jesus’ teaching
that makes him uniquely significant—St
Paul seems to have known little or nothing
of what Jesus taught. For Christians, Jesus’
significance lies in who he is and therefore
inwhathcisbelicved to have accomplished
by his dying and rising. It is no heresy to
recognise truth found beyond the confines
of the Church, and one of de Mello's great
scervices has been to open Christian eyes to
the wisdom of other traditions.

One cannot help but sense that what
precipitated this condemnationis de Mello’s
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habit of tweaking religious authorities and
challenging gurus—his insistence that the
God of the gospels will always elude our
images and categories, and escape from the
structures we build to domesticate the
divine. All the cvidence of recent months
suggests that, even morc than ‘an cxagger-
ated apophaticism’, it is the issue of
authority that preoccupies the fin-de-siecle
Roman mind.

Ingivingonly grudgingacknowledgment
to de Mecllo’s important contributions, in
setting him up as a systematic theologian
only then to knock him down, in only
raising their voice more than a decade after
his death, the Congregation risks under-
mining the very respect for authority that
they are trying to shore up.

—Dan Madigan s]

Eire’s other Mary

:[RHH JOURNALISTS have a problem with
President Mary McAleese. [t may be because
they are less comfortable with her elegance
and composure than with the tragedy, crime
and political scandal of which their country
has no sad shortage at the moment. So they
usc terms like ‘queenly condescension’ and
‘suffocating smugness’. Earlier this year
they criticised her motives—though not
the action itself—when she took
communion at a Church of Ireland service
in Dublin. They speculated on what Ulster
nationalist baggage she may have been
trailing when she absented herself from
some horse-Protestant shindig at the Royal
Dublin Society. And when she dressed in a
trouser-suit fora State occasion, they almost
choked on their adjectives; would Paddy
Hillery, the last male President, have dared
to turn up to such an occasion in a sporrancd
kilt, one of them asked, with the kind of
logic that would appeal to a 12-year-old.
In a way, it is not surprising that some
journalists are less than pleasant to
McAlceese. Wherceas her predecessor, Mary
Robinson, with her impeccable record in
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progressive causes, was the darling of the
liberal sct, Mary Mark 2 is less casy to
pigeonhole. She supported Joyce scholar
David Norris in his successful campaign to
have legislation on homoscexual conduct
declared unconstitutional. She is a long-
time advocate of women priests and of a
greater role for the laity in church affairs.

1c Irish hicrarchy nervously describe her
as a ‘friendly critic’.

On the other hand, she has written and
spoken on the conservative and pro-life
side ofissues such as contraception, abortion
andin-vitro fertilisation, and made a strong
casc fordenominational cducation. In 1984,
she acted as advisor to the Catholic bishops
during their presentation to the New Ireland
Forum. When questions on morality were
put by a member of the forum, the answers
were given, not by one of their Lordships,
but by McAleese. Ironically, the questioner
was Mary Robinson and she expressed
herself less than satisfied with the answers
she received.

The future President’s uncasy relation-
ship with the media continued during an
election campaign which brought out the
worst in the political party backers and
harassed reporters trying to find angles
which would spice up the blandness.

The problem was that the candidates
were too nice. Adi Roche was an anti-nuclear
secular saint and far too nice; Mary Banotti
was politically experienced and a niece of
Michael Collins but also too nice; Dana
was asinger of uplifting songs and much too
nice; and Mary McAleese was intimidatingly
clever and too nice. Although Derek Nally
was also nice, he was at least a man and
wouldmake a great President, they said. He
trailed behind all the o ors with a mere
5 per cent of the vote.

Add to all the above the fact that as a
Northerner, Mary McAlcese was not even
entitled to vote in the clection (the same
applied to Dana). Carefully planted leaks
suggested that she had a soft spot for Sinn
Fein, an opinion reinforced when, ina break
from his normally impeccable political
nous, Gerry Adams declared that he would
vote for her if he had a vote.

Citizens of the Irish Republic have a
poor record when it comes to understand-
ing the soul of northern nationalism. They
are uncomfortable with its stridency, the
permanent chip lodged on those green
shoulders, the sense of a community which
has to fight for whatever it gets.

In the early days of the Troubles, when
McAleese was still a student, fti Ty

fcontinued on page 20 ...






(... continued from page 18)
were petrol-bombed out of their home in
North Belfast. She was the oldest of ninc
children and she carried more than the
usual responsibility for her youngersiblings;
one of these, who is profoundly deaf, was
left for dead after a beating by a Protestant
gang. At about the same time, the family of
Bobby Sands and his sister Bernadette were
similarly hunted out of a mixed neighbour-
hood. They reacted in one way to this
treatiment; for the young Mary the responsc
was to concentrate all the more ficrcely on
her studies, finish with a first in law at
Queensand assert herand her community’s
rights with dignity, courage and ultimately
great success.

—Frank O’Shea

Bougainvi. ¢
bargains
NO-()NE WOULD APPEAR tO hﬂVC morc¢

authority tospeak for Bougainvilleans than
John Momis, who has been the MP for the
whole of the province for all six terms since
1972. Admittedly, the elections of 1992 and
1997, held without tull participation in
circumstances of civil war, have hardly
accorded him the same support as the
previous four. However, in those four, when
he was a Catholic priest, he won absolute
majorities while the party he founded and
led, Melanesian Alliance, dominated the polls.

It should notbe surprising that his stance
on independence for Bougainville has
seemed ambivalent—to his harshest critics
even devious. He was, after all, the delegate
who, during Bougainville’s first secession-
istmovementin 1975, petitioned the United
Nations—a month before Papua New
Guinea’s declaration of independence—for
a separatc sovereignty.

In this he was misunderstood. Ideologi-
cally he believed that Papua New Guinca
could achieve cohesion only through
decentralisation, and that anything less
for his province would be unacceptable.
The Somare government’s failure to
accommodate demands for provincial
government led to Bougainville’s Unilateral
Declaration of Independence [UDI) on
1 September 1975 and the subsequent
impasse was resolved only by the grant of
semi-autonomy forall 19 provinces in August
1976. Momis became Minister for Provincial
Affairs and architect of the system.

Howecver, the Momis rhetorie did not
always match his political moderation,
perhaps because both that and his own
mixed-race status made him fecl it

20 EUREKA STREET o

imperative to placard his full identification
with other Bougainvilleans. Hence he would
tell Bougainvilleans that they had ‘an
absolute right to sclf-determination’.
Moreover, he was passionately opposed to
the intrusive Conzinc Rio Tinto mine at
Panguna and saw even its capitalist
philanthropies as corrupting. This led,
during his 1987 election campaign, to
his inflammatory charges of gross
exploitation which have been seen by some
commentators as the match that lit Frances
Ona’s rcbhellion.

After the rebellion erupted, Momis
condemneditsleaders forlackinga mandate

to act on behalf of Bougainvilleans and for
‘hijacking’ the secessionist issue. Since then
he has participated in the various peace
initiatives but has not always convinced
his critics that he is not playing a double
game for his own aggrandisement.

His latest statement—at a leaders’
congress in Buin, South Bougainville, on
22 August—should help. Independence, he
said, was ‘an unrealistic goal’ and thosc
calling for it were ignoring Papua New
Guincasovereignty under international law
and ‘misleading the people’. The same has
to be said for foreigners who, for whatever
motives, romantically advocate secession
asabasicright and a salve for Bougainville’s
problems. ‘Papua New Guineaisasovereign
nation,’ said Momis, ‘and the UN has no
powertodirect|it]... tograntindependence.’

A mecting of ‘some leaders’ {excluding
Kabui and present premier, Sinato) is a
more apt description for the grandly named
congress of 21 ‘pan-Bougainville chiefs’ plus
twowomen |onc the wife of ‘General’ Kauona).
On 22 August the congress reaffirmed last
year’s peace and ceasefire declarations, wel-
comed Port Moresby’s recission of the army
callout order for the province, but expressed
concern that the peace process had slowed
down, and sought a process which asscrted
‘the right of pcople to self-determination’.
Unfortunately, aso-called ‘chief’ in Bougain-
ville can mean any male whosc leadership
is, however temporarily, acknowledged by
any {even small] community.

Momis denies that the signatorics
represented ‘the entire population’ and that
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the people arc united in an aspiration for
independence. Long-term obscrvers can
readily believe this, cspecially of the
generally more advanced Buka islanders in
the north (roughly a quarter of the popula-
tion). Even for them, however, the issue is
not one of legitimising the Papua New
Guinea state as much as extreme wariness
of being dominatec 7 Bougainville ‘main-
land’, especially by the central Nasioi to
which therebel triumvirate of Ona, Kauona
and former premier Kabui belong. Bukas
and others know that the revival of their
once-prosperous province, now trashed by
anarchic revolt, cannot be accomplished
with leaders like Ona. They know they are
better off with Port Morcsby.

That is, of course, unless Port Moresby
does something offensive—not by any
means off the cards—to unite the conflict-
ing factions again {for example, demanding
that Bougainville join the present provincial
regime). The immediate problem is how to
organise the Bougainville Reconciliation
Government whichissu  ssed tobeclected
in some way by the end of the year.
A committee currently looking at this is
unlikely to find a suitably democratic
process, especially with the rebels still
under arms and still committing random
violence.

Nothing constructive came out of the
Buin meeting, but no alternative vision
emanates from a Port Moresby beset with
its own turmoil. To the national politicians,
now that they are realistically accepting
that the Panguna minc cannot be restarted,
Bougainville is more remote than ever.

Unfortunately, in spite of his majorities,
Momis has long lost a lot of his credibility.
Many leaders are unlikely to take his advice
to ‘talk about what is achievable’, and the
non-signifying flag of sclf-dctermination
will continue to flap at the continuing talks.
The one consolation is that so far the rebels
have no confidence that they can gain by
restarting a civil war.

—James Griffin

This month's contributors: Gerard
Windsot’s most recent book was Heaven
Where the Bachelors Sit; David Glanz is a
freelance journalist; Andrew Dodd works
for Community Aid Abroad [Oxfam in
Australia); Richard Leonard sy is the Director
of the sesquicentenary celebrations of the
Jesuits in Australia; Dan Madigan s is
Eureka Street’s publisher; Frank O’Shea
teaches maths at Marist College, Canberra;
James Griffin is Emecritus Professor at the
University of Papua New Guinea.
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Indonesia: Islam rising

sLamic scHoLAR, Nurcholish Madjid,
recently predicted that Indonesia’s second
wave of Islamisation would occur by 2010.

Madjid was speaking at a conference on
Islam in South East Asia, run by the
University of Melbourne and Decakin
University. Participants who know
Nurcholish and his works were not surprised
by the prediction: Nurcholish has written
widely onIslam in Indonesia, especially the
emergence of radical Islam.

How close to the truth, however, is his
theory?

At the same conference, Riaz Hassan,
Flinders University Professor of Sociology,
reinforced Nurcholish’s prediction.
A survey he conducted indicates that the
most trusted key institutions in Indonesia
arc thosc representing Islam, followed
closcly by those representing intellectual-
ism, education and knowledge.

In a country where Islam is the religion
of some 85 per cent of the population, the
trust in the religious leaders
secms understandable. But while
they have the respect of the
masses, they have not always
wielded power in the political
realm.

During Suharto’s New Order
government especially, the
former president was able to
contain the force of Muslim
influence and keep it at arm’s
length. Suharto successfully
placed the Armed Forces as a
countermeasure against the Muslims, thus
creating an impression that, without the
Armed Forces, the non-Muslim public
would be vulnerable to the spread of
Islamic fundamentalism. In the meantime,
Suharto also cultivated relationships with
Muslim groups, conveying the message to
the Armed Forces that he could rally the
Muslim forces against them if they failed to
toe his line.

Suharto was cven able to force all
different Muslim groups into one political
party, the United Development Party (PPP}.

[

With them all tidily contained, and the
Armed Forces and the civil servants boxed
into the ruling party, Golkar, it was then
easy for Suharto to identify those who posed
potential danger to him and the status quo,
becausce they were mostly to be found in the
third political party (his government
only allowed three political partics)
the Indonesian Democratic Party (PDI).

PDI was indeed the most inclusive
political party, housing many of the
hard-nosed nationalists {who still
believed in Sukarno’s idcals about
nationalism), the Christians, intellec-
tuals and social democrats—Dbasically
those whose values clashed with
the ideologics of the other two
partics. However, PDI, which was not
cexplicitly Muslim or under the
umbrella of Golkar and did not belong to
the Armed Forces, was vulnerable to the
government’s accusations of subversion or
communist leaning. Under the New Order
regime, being subversive or ‘infiltrated
by communists’ was tantamount to
trying to topple the government—a
treasonable offence. PDI ran the risk
of such an accusation in 1996.

When the elected chairman of the
party, Megawati Sukarnoputri, became
too successful in rallying support for
PDI, the government began to see her
as a threat. At the party’s national
congress, a rival congress was
engincered in another city, where a
government-sanctioned chairman,
Socryadi, was clected. Naturally Megawati’s
supporters were outraged, and insisted that
she was still their rightful leader. On 27
July that year, the Soeryadi-led PDI camp
demanded that the headquarters in Jakarta
be relinquished to them, but the Megawati-
led supporters refused to leave the building.
Afull-scale physical confrontation occurred
where a number of Megawati supporters
were arrested and later charged with
subversion.

So, being neither Muslim nor a Golkar
supporter could mean being vulnerable to
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the all-powerful authorities. And since
change, if it were to occur, would not come
from Golkar, it would have to carry the
Muslim label.

While the New Order government had
succeeded in improving the country’s
cconomy, the uncven distribu-
tion of wealth had also caused a
widening gap between the rich
and the poor. In a country where
communism has been declared
encmy of the state, thercfore
banncd, any individuals and or-
ganisations who have dared ques-
tion the government’s social
justice policy (or lack of it) have
had communist labels forced on
them. Unless of course, they
were Muslims.

Thus Muslim militancy was born. In
the lower strata of the society, people have
been using their Muslim identity when
demanding social justice from the govern-
ment. After the fall of Suharto, the different
political groups cmerging onto the political
scenc cannot ignore the potential power of
the Muslim masses in initiating change.

One of the keys to change, it appears, is
in the hands of the two largest Muslim
bodies, the Nahdatul Ulama (NUJ, a grass-
roots organisation with some 30 million
members, and the Muhammadiyah, an
organisation of business practitioners,
teachers and professionals, with a slightly
smaller membership. Among the country’s
Muslim population, NU has always been

known as traditionalist and
Muhammadiyah modemist.

OT LONG AFTER Independence, in the
early ’50s, Indonesian Muslims enjoyed a
limited period of cconomic revival, which
benefited members of the Muhammadiyah.
They continued a tradition of founding
educational institutions where their
children cxperienced Western-style
learning. By the late 1960s, when the New
Order government had just taken power,
young Muslims from Muhammadiyah had
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graduated in various disciplines, forming a
powerful Muslim middle class. And they
soon used their combined asscts skilfully.

With their Western cducation they
entered the ficlds of business, government
services and academia. Realising that Islam
was the only significant alternative power
to the ruling party, this new generation also
took advantage of their Muslim identity to
enter politics. Not all of them positioned
themselves in the alternative power: a
fair number joined the ruling party,
thereby becoming the Muslim influence in
the government circle. And since they
were already established in the civil
service and experienced in policy-making,
their influence in the policy of the
government’s Islamic university, IAIN, was
also strongly fclt.

Yet despite the presence of Muslims
throughout Indonesian socicty, Islam-—
being the religion of the majority of the
population—is still identified as representing
the country’s peasants and the
r = lower middle class.

J. 1L New Orbpek government practised a
curious combination of capitalism and
authoritarianism, where they gained
economic dominance by renting their power
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to ethnic Chincsce businesses. By choosing
the ethnic Chinese to be their money
spinners, they were able to retain political
powecr as well as accumulate wealth. They
knew the cthnic Chinese had no political
power of their own, hence would remain
dependent on them for personal security.
Ethnic Chinese had lived in Indonesia for
generations and indeed were Indonesian citi-
zens, but were always regarded as
non-indigenous by the majority of the
population. Their prominence in business
only bred resentment all round.
So collectively they became the government’s
convenient hostage, as they were made to
feel “indebted’ to the government’s protec-
tion. Here the Muslim business people also
used their ‘Muslimness’ to compete with
the ethnic Chinese. The didnot have equiva-
lent promincence in the field, but they had a
psychological power base among the popu-
lation.

The emergence of Muslim influence did
not c¢lude Suharto. To make sure it did not
develop beyond his control he encouraged
the founding of a Muslim think-tank,
the Indonesian Muslim Intellectuals
Association {ICMI]. He appointed his most
trusted protégé, Dr B.J. Habibie (now
President Habibic) as head of ICMI. The
government-sponsored think-tank did
attract noted intellectuals, partly because
people wanted to be close to power, and
partly, it scems, because many liked to be
identified as ‘intellectuals’.

ICMI was closcly watched, however,
and the members were not free to express
opinions that deviated from the official linc.
When the chairman of Muhammadiyah,
Amien Rais, criticised the government’s
business dealings with some multinational
mining companics, he was pressured to
resign his chairmanship of the Board of
Experts of ICMI, and ‘encouraged’ to shift
to the innocuous Board of Counsellors, as a
mere member. His demotion prompred
various reactions in Muhammadiyah. Some
were concerncd that Muhammadiyah might
have fallen out of the government's favour,
others tacitly supported his stance. Among
those concerned were some who expressed
disappointment that Rais may have
jeopardised his organisation’s standing with
the government [namely Suharto). In
retrospect, the incident has provided Rais
with credibility as an independent thinker,
who later, during the last days of Suharto,
emerged as an alternative leader.

In the meantime, NU, which as a
political party n ed into PPP in 1973,
retained its name but changed the nature of
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its organisation—into a social onc. NU
maintained its power base for some time in
rural areas, where it managed che
pesantrens, the rural boarding schools. Un-
derstandably, NU had extensive social in-
fluence among the rural population.
Howecver, the NU leadership gradually real-
ised that, if they wanted to gain political
power in the New Order government, they
needed to compete with the other forces
already in place. They began to send their
children to universities too. One of the uni-
versities founded by NU, the Nusantara
University in Bandung, is now onc of the
mainstrcam learning institutions.

What is noteworthy in the pesantren-
style learningis its emphasis on philosophy
of individual development as well as on
group-learning. Pesantren teachers have long
believed that theirpupils arcindividuals with
individual as well as collective potential.

Since very fecw NU members were
involvedin large businessces, those who went
to universities became intellectuals, and
rarely found themsclves in the position of
competing with anyonc in business. Two
such thinkers are the organisation’sown chair-
man, Abdurrahman Wahid, popularly known
as Gus Dur, and Nurcholish Madjid, the
originatorof Paramadina, a social organisation
which has also founded a university.

Nurcholish is an independent thinker,
but of NU origins. His works reflect a great
deal of NU basic philosophy. Paramadina
attracts very fine thinkers and cxtremely
committed workers for social justice and
the empowcerment of women. They are
good Muslims but respect the teachings of
other religions and, nccessarily, other
ethnic groups. NU, which has always
been known as an organisation for
traditionalist Muslims, nowadays has a
comprehensive education structure.
Paramadina University, whilc not officially

an NU institution, bears a great
deal of NU identity.

HILE MutiaMmAaDIYAH members were
no strangers to Western-type education and
sophisticated lifestyle, it is interesting to
sce the development of NU in Indonesia’s
intellectual life. Muhammadiyah has wide
and established influence in all scctors of
the country’s middlce-class, including
medium to large businesses. NU’s power
bascis mostly among the agrarian and small
business class. The unfair distribution of
wealth affects mos 7 the NU community.
During last year’s riots, where churches
and shops belonging to ethnic Chinese were
burned down in East Javanese towns, it was









No government Minister, State or
Federal, would cver be denied access to the
ABC’s news or current affairs programs to
express views similarto thosc of McGuinness.
So where is this conformism and stultify-
ing mediocrity which dominates the
Australian media? It is, of course, a myth.

There is a parallel here with Senator
Alston’s accusations of bias against the ABC.

Bias is indeed in the ¢yce and ear of the
reader or listener, but the debate could be
clarified if only some politicians could be
truthful and honest. In this case what
Senator Alston really meant was not that
the ABC was biased but thatit wasn’t biased.

As a politician Senator Alston is
committed to the interests of his party and
the government of which he is a senior
member. Heis, therefore, very clearly biased
in favour of those interests. He, and several
of his colleagues, are angry because the
ABC isn’t also biased in favour of their
views and policies. The fact that, however
impcerfectly, the ABC attempts to present a
balanced picture of political cvents and
inevitably exposes government faults and
failingsisbound to infuriate those dedicated
supporters of the government.

An example of Ministerial ambivalence
overthe ABC’s position was manifest during
the waterfront dispute. Let us supposc the
ABC had broadcast only the views and
commentsof thestevedoringcompany Patrick
and the Federal Government and ignored or
suppressed the representations of the union
and the ACTU. There would not have been a
peep of protest from the Government.

The ABC would have been demonstrat-
ing the right kind of bias.

Accusations of bias in the media are
nothing new, of course. As far back as 1948
a Royal Commission into the Press was
held in Britain, duringa period of the Attlee
Labour Government. Onc of the witnesses
was the managing dircctor of the Daily
Express, then owned by Lord Beaverbrook,
a fanatical campaigner for the Empire and
the Conservative Party. He denied there
was bias against Labour in the newspapers
and said that in fact ‘all journalists arc
socialists’. The cditor of the Sheffield
Telegraph, who was in the public gallery,
called out ‘Nonsense!’

‘Well,” corrected the managing director
‘the best ones, anyway.’

Vincent Matthews writes freclance, having
been political cditor of the Melbourne
Herald and chief of its Canberra bureau. He
was Head of the Government Information
Unit for four years in the Fraser Government.

Z AW
South of the border

.» -NHAT ON EARTH HAPPENED to Latin America? When [ was in El Salvador some years ago
people often spoke of the Protestant Pentecostal groups. Some saw them as right-wing
germs infiltrating from the USA, others as a cancer in a body which was Catholic by right.
Some saw them as both.

On a bus one day, I chatted to a pastor reading his bible. He was a campesino, lived on
the edge of the small town of Tacachico, and served a small congregation. He seemed more
of the people than the parish clergy, was totally unfunded, and wholly admirable in his life.
He made me reflect on the agenda of the Catholic church for Latin America. It seemed
designed to deal with dangers perceived within the Catholic church: the challenges posed
by liberation theology, basc communities and independent religious. The program of
renewal, called the New Evangelisation, seemed based on central control and a fairly
abstract catechesis. I would not have put money on it in Tacachico.

Three good recent articles discuss the development of Pentecostalism in Latin America
and its wider significance.

In the International Review of Mission {April 1998), Samuel Escobar provides a
multifaceted view of the Protestant churches in Latin America, including the history of
their missionary endeavour.

With mainly North American pastors, the mainline churches were strongly anti-
communist in their leaning after World War II. They have since grown in numbers and have
become more diverse in their attitudes, the most spectacular phenomenon of the last 30
years being the growth of the Pentecostal churches. Escobar brings out their complexity,
and also dismisses many of the stercotypes: they are not uniformly politically apathetic or
conservative. Few are funded from abroad. Nor is their appeal confined to one group in
socicty. But Escobar notes their strength in the poor areas of large conurbations, where
people survive on the strength of an informal economy and informal organisation.

In another article in the same review, Ana Langerak reflects on the reasons for the
success of the Pentecostal groups. She ascribes it to the way in which they articulate and
organise Christian faith, in particular, their tradition of oral liturgy, their use of story-
telling and the space which they malke for all, including women, to participate fully in the
life of the church.

In an edition of The Way devoted to Latin America {July 1998), Rowan Ireland takes a
long view of the phenomenon of Pentecostalism. Ireland, an Australian sociologist who has
worked in and studied Latin America over 30 years, can look back at the Pentecostal
movement from its beginnings. The account he gives is like that of Escobar. He identifies
the common qualities of Pentecostal groups as an emphasis on conversion, insistence on
personal responsibility for living and proclaiming the Gospel, priority given to personal
spiritual expcrience, reliance on the reading of Scripture, mutual support within and
between church congregations, and the space for women in the life of the church. He is not
confident that either of the strategies adopted in the Catholic church—base communities and
the New Evangelisation—will meet the challenge from Pentecostalism. The Base Communities
are too often lacking in support and local autonomy to promise cffectivencess.

Where New Evangelisation ceases to be a slogan and is translated into consistent
pastoral strategies, it is doomed to fail precisely because it opposes the appealing features
of Pentecostal groups. It is a strategy of centralisation, suspicious of local initiative. It gives
priority to abstractions of doctrine, suspicious of religious experience. It insists on clear
hicrarchical control, suspicious of independent local communities.

Ireland’s conclusions are sombre. He hopes for co-operation between Christians, but
fears that as the Pentecostal churches themselves become more settled, they will shrink,
while Eastern and other religions will grow rapidly. The result will be a religious smorgasbord.

To the Catholic theologian, the interest of Pentecostal churches is that in their
enthusiasm, relatively loose structure and local strength they recall nothing so much as the
carly Christian communities. At the same time, the Catholic church appeals to the life of
the same communities to defend the way it orders unity between churches. In Latin
America the appeal of universal order is clearly less fecund than that of local mission. B

Andrew Hamilton sy teaches at the United Faculty of Theology, Melbourne.
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strongly anti-Liberal than in the rest of the
State. The government had lost the scheme’s
most passionate proponent. The clection
results cooled the ardour of the other
members of Cabincet, and c¢ven Bolte's
support for the scheme waned.

The Little Desert dispute was not simply
acasc of conservation or preservation versus
development. It was, rather, a rare moment
when cconomists and conscervationists
found themsclves arguing the same casc.
The public, which in the past had been
supportive of development and decentrali-
sation schemes, was sceptical about this
onc. Some felt that it was to cost the taxpayer
too much, while others remembered
individuals who had suffered because of the
inadcquacy of the land provided under
carlicr soldier seetlement schemes. A new
group was cmerging that was concerned
about the cost to the land itsclf. But the

opposition was united in its
concern about ‘due process’.

LTTERS TO [HE LDITOR i Major metro-
politan ncewspapers almost universally
opposed the Little Desert Scetlement
Scheme, but as the year progressed the
¢mphasis shifted towards questions of
political process rather than cconomic
arguments or even conservation values. No
single minister, they argued, should have
the power to act in the face of popular and
expert opposition and create a land-use
pattern that would be passed down to future
generations. Consultation and accounta-
bility became of paramount importance.
The Little Desert dispute could not be said
to be resolved until the matter of process
had been cackled.

The whole system of public land
management had to be reviewed. There
was a new awarcness that leaving options
for future gencrations was more politically
important than tidying up the frontier. The
public demanded the right to be consulted
about land-usc decisions. Even before the
‘green’ ethic that crystallised in the 1970s,
there was growing recognition that
resources, especially land resources, were
not unlimited. The images of the finite,
bluc and singular Earth that were beamed
back from the Apollo 11 space mission of
July 1969 shaped public consciousness, both
consciously and unconsciously.

The successful result for the Little
Desert lent confidence to the whole move-
ment. On this wave of enthusiasm, the
Conscrvation Council of Victoria (now
Environment Victoria) was established to
act as an umbrclla organisation for all

conservation groups. Bolte handed the Lands
porttolio to Bill Borthwick after the 1970
clection, and he immediately sought to
distance himsclf from the Little Desert
Scttlement Scheme which he described
(later}as ‘abad errorof judgment on the part
of my government’. Borthwick recon-
structed the dispute as ‘a peg on which
conscrvationists could hang theirhats’. The
lessons of the dispute shaped the way he
reorganiscd land-management bureaucracy.
Nature lovers, the emerging green move-
ment and utilitarian conscrvationists alike
claimed the Little Desert as ‘their’ victory.
These groups had very different visions of
land management—something that subsc-
quent governments were to discover—but
at the time of the Little Descrt dispute it was
possible for one iconic victory to satisfy all.
Borthwick’s new Land Conservation
Council had to be eredible to the concerned
general public. Unless real public
consultation could be scen to occur, the
potential for a Little Descert type of protest
was ever present. The new mechanism was
“above politics’. This authoritative,
independent {although government-
approved! body was charged with the
responsibility for inquiring into all matters
of public land management. Generally it is
only a potentially divisive issue that will
drive a government to risk a public inquiry
for the sake of legitimising its own policy.
The Little Descert Settlemient Scheme thus
stands out as a very divisive issue, for its
practical result was not just an inquiry, but
rather a permanent mechanism for inquiry.
A turther 18 years were to pass before
the Little Desert National Park was
cxpanded to include the hard-won western
end. Yet during that time, the post-victory
fervour gave conservationists faith that the
new Land Conscrvation Council would ‘do
theright thing'. The resolution of the dispute
was not the extension of the national park,
but the mechanism for public consultation
on land management. The Little Desert
campaign took place in Victoria in 1969,
but it spcaks to today’s Victorians, who
have witnessed another revolution in
government. In 1997, the Land Conserva-
tion Council, the participatory mechanism
that was critical to the resolution of the
Little Descrt dispute, was dismantled.

Libby Robin is an Australian Research
Council Postdoctoral Fellow at the
Humanities Rescarch Centre, Australian
National University. Thisis an cdited extract
from her new book, Defending the Litile
Desert (October 1998, MUPY.
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Historians commonly cite Reynolds’ indifference to  cory while rarely saying how it affects
his work. The very word ‘theory’ has cachet, reflecting an uncasy position within the disciplinc.
Reynolds’ style is the shortest distance between two points. He is more a hunter in the past than a
cultured traveller. Criticism has to be qualified by the size of his ‘bag’, but not muted. He follows
an idea tenaciously. He is unreferential. There are few digressions. The corners of a concept are not
explored. Things don’t broaden out. The result in The Other Side was an overdetermined account
of settler violence and resistance with little sense of patterns of contact in pastoral country, other
than variations in intensity. Years later it is the same story with the humanitarians added on. Key
concepts such as ‘humanitarian’ or ‘movement’ have not been carefully explored. For the 19th century
that mecant the absence of ideological differences and rivalries. In the 20th century the problem is
morc scrious still. Poor conceptualisation complements cultural narrowness. It is not the absence
of literature per se: it is the failure to sce how the energies of literature, for example, feed into and

off politics to a fuller field of relations within humanitarianism. The Other Side was an
overstatement but a valuable corrective. This Whispering undercuts its own purpose.

UNTING, NOT TRAVELLING, extends the cultural insensitivity of Reynolds” work. A classic case
is that of Truganini: In Fate of @ Free People, we find his account of the ‘Friendly Mission’ of
George Augustus Robinson to conciliate the warring Aborigines of Van Dicmen’s Land. Truganini’s
role as guide, translator and negotiator for Robinson had been described by earlier historians in the
most demeaning terms. The labels string together: treacherous, vain, self-serving, promiscuous,
a ‘white man’s doxy’. Robert Hughes called her a ‘bright, promiscuous girl” and a ‘scaler’s moll, sterile

from gonorrhea’. Reynolds, on
the contrary, abstracts from her
personal life (however it was)
and situates Truganini as one of
a group of Aboriginal women
who guided ‘the conciliator’
(Robinson). Other accounts have
suggested Robinson’s mesmeric
and hypnotic powers in order
to explair s success. Reynolds’
analysis shifts the mantle to
Truganini and her female
companions. He analyses their
key role as mediators and
diplomats and argues that Truganini had a political agenda of her own—to negotiate a peace with
freedom and dignity and to save her people from annihilation. ‘I knew it was no use my pcople
trying to kill all the whitc people now,” she said, ‘there were so many of them always coming in
big boats.’

Possibly the most familiar piece of visual evidence for this event is on 1e front cover of the
Penguin edition. It is Benjamin Dutterau’s painting of ‘The Conciliation’. Reynolds says nc  ing
about this at all. It is ignored in the text as is Dutterau himself, his obscssion with the ‘conciliation’
and what that might tell us about the impact of the ‘Black Wars’ or, notably, about intercultural
contact between Hobart town and so-called ‘domesticated blacks’ such as Truganini. None of = ¢se

possibilities drew Reynolds in. The painting itself is remarkable for it affirms role of the women
in the mediations: G.A. Robinson stands passive. He is attended by women o actively point or
lead the warriors to him. One woman seems to have stood aside having . ily done this. She

watches attentively. Otherwise the warriors stand back. Document-bound history pays a penalty
in the evidence it misses. But for Reynolds, the truth is in the documents, in the words of his
protagonists, and it is final.

Dutterau might also have figured at the end of the book where Reynolds winds up on the
theme of ‘surrender’. He does so with a quote from John Locke, whose advice to dispossessed peoples
was to use the law and, if they failed, to try and try again till justice is eventually donce, cven if it
takes generations. The law will always come good—that is the message Reynolds leaves us with.
The cunning in Reynolds is radical intent backed by the leverage of the Enlight  ment.

Peter Cochrane is a freelance historian based in Sydney.
Thanks to Rob Darby, = 7" Deery and Tim Bonyhady fo b ts on ar vers o a1 Footnote
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1es, t1ere 18 11je djier tdx dnd eieCtiors. (e AusStrdidr iNAdtiondsr University S
Research School of Social Sciences has been pondering the future in a
research project devoted to reshaping Australian institutions. The findings are
now published in a series of books by Cambridge University Press and reviewed

r

J. HESE TWO BOOKs are written by political
scicentists who describe our political
institutions and proffer some suggestions
for reform.

Brian Galligan surveys Australia’s con-
stitutional system of government. His the-
sis, influential among thosc at the February
Constitutional Convention who favoured a
minimalist republic, is that Australia
alrcady has ‘a constitutional system that is
fundamentally federal and republican rather
than parliamentary and monarchic’. In
constitutional terms, there is simply nced
for a little name-changing at the top.

Galligan is surely right when he
postulates that Australia’s main problems
are not constitutional but social and political,
given the country’s need to compete in a
globalised economy while maintaining
some commitment to justice for all.

He writes clearly and authoritatively
about federalism, the Senate, and inter-
governmental rclations, making vertical

in Eureka Street this month and next.

fiscalimbalancc and horizontal equalisation
comprehensible. Though the Cambridge
Press always publishes books which have
an air of abiding permancnce to them, this
can be deceptive—especially in the realm of
political science. Galligan wrote before the
Coalition camc to powet, so John Howard’s
promised GST with proceeds to the States
gives an old-time ring to Galligan’s obser-
vations that the likelihood of redressing
vertical fiscal imbalance had receded with
Paul Keating’s taking the whip hand of the
prime ministership and affirming the Com-
monwealth’s monopoly over income tax.
Having previously written the most
definitive history of the High Court,
Galliganis onc of the few political scientists
who writes with the same familiarity and
authority on the third branch of government
as he does on the other two—which are the
most tricd and tested paths for hisacademic
collcagues. His chapter on the protection of
rights carries the findings of the fascinating
survey he and Christine Fletcher conducted.
They found that the public is far more
interested than the political elites in the
constitutional protection of their rights.
The public has much more time for the
judges than the politicians have had.
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Galligan argucs that, wherecas Americans
mark centenarics as times for celebration,
we Australians use them as opportunities
for reform and reshaping. He espouses the
now-settled list of reforms: an entrenched
bill of rights, recognising the special rights
of the indigenous people, and the
republicanising of the head of state. His
conservative critics will be unsurprised,
given Galligan’s frank disclosure of his
personal position in the preface. Born in the
heart of One Nation country, he went away
to get an education:

Growing up as a fourth generation
Australian in rural Quccensland, I never
considered the Queen and the royal family
as anything but British and foreign. Having
retired British military gentlemen as State
governors which was still the practice then,
reinforced the impression of the vice-regal
office as an anomalous institution. Being a
Catholic, T thought it improper that
Australia’s head of state should also have
been the head of the Anglican church. This
scemed wrong in principle and caused the
monarchy, instead of being a symbol of
national unity, to reinforce petty scectari-
anism and the pretences of a provincial
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Protestant ascendancy. Moreover, being a
democrat, I was opposed to any Australian
office of state being hereditary.

Tronically, it was the youthful Queen’s
visit in 1954 that confirmed for mc the
alien character of the monarchy.

Like Galligan, John Uhr was also one-
time head of the Federalism Rescarch Centre
at ANU. He shares Galligan’s view that
‘many of Australia’s cxisting political
institutions already possess many republican
qualities—in fact if not in name’. Unlike
Galligan, he offers no personal testimony.
Beingalong-time parliamentary committee
secretary in the scrvice of the Senate, he is
thorough, restrained and writes with a deft
touch in his treatment of the changing place
of Parliament in Australian democracy.

Representatives passed ten times more bills
in its ninth decade than in the first, it
having reduced the average sitting time per
bill from twenty-five hours to two. Uhr
opines, ‘Although this might indicatc a
remarkable feat of micro-economic reform
withincreasingimprovementsin efficiency,
the real situation is probably that these
trend figures indicate a stecady decline in
duce standards of deliberation.’

In his treatment of the Native Title Bill,
Uhr observes that Kcating’s consultation
process before the drafting of the bill ‘was
an unusually open example of public policy
making involving extensive community
consultations and many rounds of pre-
legislative ncgotiations with interested
groups’. The bill then went through what
was, until then, the longest Senate debate

Brian Galligan is surely right when he postulates that
Australia’s main problems are not constitutional but social
and political, given the country’s need to compete in a
globalised economy while maintaining some commitment

to justice for all. —Frank Brennan

Having set out a theory of deliberative
democracy, he then makes a detailed study
of Parliament in theory and Parliament in
practice. Here is a real insider to the
complexity of the parliamentary process.
He has been able to step down from the
House on the Hill and reflect on the
democratic character of what goes on in
those back rooms of parliamentary
committees that we hardly ever hear about.

He produces some effective case studies.
For example, in walking us through the
‘Means of Legislation’ he compares the
routine passage of the 1993 Telecommuni-
cations Amendment Bill and Paul Keating's
1993 Native Title il Incidentally, the five-
yearlead time to publication of the book does
make the detail of the examples a little
more demanding on the reader who docs
not immediately share Uhr’s fascination
for the disguised parliamentary processes.
Like muchroutine legislation, the Telecom-
munications Bill absorbed less than an hour
of e Parliament’s time and was never
subject toformal vote. All parliamentarians
are deemed to have supported it.

Occasionally, at lecast to this reader’s
relief, the disciplined and dispassionate
academic writing of the scrupulously
observant political scientist gives way to
Uhr’s light touch and humour, which reveal
morc than the author’s own quizzical view
of things. He observes that the House of
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in history. Though he gives a thorough
description of the parliamentary process,
Uhr could have contributed to his theory
and practice of deliberative democracy by
analysing how the government’s lack of
Senate control gave indigenous groups the
opportunity for greater participation in the
legislative process (thereby ecnhancing
deliberative democracy), while also giving
the minor partiesa veto over key provisions
which then led to amendments which
were unworkable (thercby undermining
deliberative democracy).

In his concluding chapter, Uhr combines
‘theory and practice to highlight Australian
reform priorities—in the event that
sufficient political will exists to try and
enhance the place of deliberation in
Australian parliamentary institutions’. He
has a 12-point plan which illustrates rather
than catalogues a range of reforms in the
three performance arcas of representation,
law-making and accountability. While
secking greater indepcndence for ATSIC
and the Auditor-General, he would like to
see the High Court subject to greater
scrutiny by the Parliament. When launch-
ing the book, Sir Anthony Mason expressed
some concern at Recommendation 9:

Parliament should establish specialist

mechanisms to provide itself with regular
opportunities to examine the perfor
of the High Court and its contribution to
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national government , taking duc account
of the views of appropriate professional
organisations.

Acknowledging that the Court is fully
accountable for its expenditure of public
funds, Uhr suggests, ‘The next step in
accountability is to upgrade the quality of
parliamentary revicw of the performance of
the High Court and to lift the scrutiny from
administrative inputs topolicy impacts and
from financial to political costs.” The Uhr
recommendation applied to cases such as
Mabo and Wik—especially in light of
Fischer’s and Borbidge’s abysmal political
attacks on the court and Attorney-General
Daryl Williams’ decision to proffer no
defence—would result in anything but an
enhanced practice of deliberative democracy.

If deliberative democracy has been
cnhancedinan Australian republic by 2001,
Galligan and Uhr should be invited to the
celebrations. They have contributed
substantially to the project.

—Frank Brennan sy

’]:RTIARY COURSES In journalism are
extremely fashionable at the moment. Many
haveyet to decide whether they are courses
about journalism, or courses in how to be a
journalist. Of course the two arc not mutually
exclusive, but the ¢ :rence in emphasis is
certainly important to the students and the
industry. In the author notes to this book
Schultz is described as having ‘unique
experience as both a journalist and a journal-
ism academic’. This is pushing it a bit, and
gratuitously insulting otherfine journalists-
turned-academics, but it is true that the
combination is unusual and this fact
impoverishesboth journalism and academia.

When the academics who teach journal-
ism don’t themselves have solid industry
experience, they have a personal stake in
teaching theory at the expense of practice.
And when journalists don’t respect the
academics, they rob themsclves of a
potential source of cons 1ctive critique.

Last year I tutored in journalism at one
of the new concrete block universities. I was
in an odd position. T am a journalist of
almost 20 years’ expericnce, but I don't
have a higher degree. This mecans [ was
almost as bemused by academiaas academia
was by me. [ remember one week when my
students had becn lectured on something
called ’‘public journalism’. The term
mystified me. Not much journalism,
I thought, took vate. W could
public journalism be?







the assault in the 1990s by conservative
state governments and now the federal
government on thosce elements of the
arbitration system which bolstered
compulsory unionism.

Not that it can all be sheeted home to
governments, Unions haemorrhaged mem-
bersfrom 1991 onwards in those arcas where
closed shop arrangements had gone hand in
hand with inactivity. It was not so much
that most workers objected to compulsory
unionism, rather that they saw no reason to
stay in a union that did nothing for them
when the opportunity to leave arosce.

The four surveys on which Pectz has
built his book all show the same pattern
workers want to sce their union officials,
they want to be consulted, and they hold
the union in higher esteem if there is a
delegate in their workplace. The key factor
is notnecessarily gaining wage rises: a union
that takes up any question of concern builds
loyalty and commitment.

As Peetz puts it ‘Indeed, an cffective
delegate presence and active union role were
almost guarantees against deunionisation,
and were important in reducing the
likcelihood of union collapse.’

The insight is valuable (and union
officials should take carcful note). But Pectz
begins to lose his way when he tries to put
the decline of the past decade into the
context of the Accord between the union
movement and the former Labor govern-
ment. He 1s an unabashed supporter of the
Accord. It prevented the introduction of
such nasties as a GST and staved off the
kind of cataclysmic attack on union rights
suftered in the carly 1990s by workers in
New Zealand.

He points to a general acceptance of the
idea ot co-operation between unions and
government to strengthen his case. The
Accord, he argues, is not a culprit when it
comes to union decline. Yet that leaves an
obvious question: why did so many workers
leave theirunions in the 1990s if they were
happy with the Accord {which wasstrongest
in the 1980s).

Pecetz himselt gives evidence that the
Accordhadled toafall in real wages of 5 per
cent by 1990, From then on there is a
reccovery, but what the raw data do not
show is that increases in real wages under
the new enterprise bargaining regime went
hand in hand with loss of conditions and a
general increase in workload and stress.

The cvidence was there to be scen in
1993, when only John Hewson'’s Fighthacl!
package saved Paul Keating from popular
wrath, and it was confirmed in 1996. Onc
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Nation is still trying to trade on that sense
of betrayal among some blue-collar workers
today.

The Accord may have stopped a GST
under Labor, but it did not stop deregulation,
privatisation and the erosion of awards.
Peetz says union membership did not
decline particularly sharply in the 1980s.
But he himsclf has provided the evidence
that the pent-up frustration with do-nothing
unions could not be released until
conservative state governments gave alegal
opening in the 1990s.

This disagrcement aside, the book is a
valuable resource. It is a reminder that
unions arc not built through flashy special
deals for members or amalgamations.
Workers join unions to protect their
immediate interests and their dignity in
the workplace. They stay in unions if they
sce them respond to those desires.

If unions pay heed, there is no rcason
why they cannot be a vital part of the
Australian social landscape well into the
foresceable future.

—David Glanz

_tINT LRTAINING 1sN'T a word one reaches
for when considering weighty books like
this ong, pitched more for students of urban
planning and tor policy-makers than for the
general public. But there is entertainment
here, chicfly in Tim Bonyhady’s essay on
the Battle for Balmain—an account of how
planning decisions were made and contested
over key sites in the inner Sydney suburb.

Those who enjoyed the documentary
Rats in the Ranks, which covered the
machinations of the Leichharde City
Council, will find the same cast of characters
at work here, plus some developers, some
state politicians, the courts—the whole
democratic and demographic disaster.

Itis a wonderful account of how planning
happens, or fails to happen, in practice.

Bonyhady comments at one point:

The impotence of planners is notorious.
They sometimes can stop things but rarely
start them. Their plans are usually no less
dependent on developers than on other
branches of government. After analysing
land usc controls from Broadmeadows to
Berwick in ‘shaping Melbourne's Future’,
Brian McLoughlin concluded that local
planning wo © 17 the © erests of all
partics coincide! Otherwise he found that

OcToBer 1998

planning fails, particularly if developers do
not co-operate with local councils.

If taken to heart, Bonyhady’s words could
scrve to undermine all the good intent and
scrious thought of the rest of this volume.
But that would be to take the book on far
toosuperficial alevel. Here there are various
approaches and points of view by 14
contributors on topics, from the interac-
tion of governments to the behaviour of
houscholds, that together shed fresh light
on the problems of citics, what solutions
arc possible, and what we should be trying
to achicve.

A major theme is the potency of the
different levels of government, and the
strengths and weaknesses of a system in
which local government makes the on-the-
ground decisions, but is increasingly
rendered irrelevant by intervention at state
government level.

Once of the most penctrating essays, by
Mark Peel, canvasses the impact of that
loose but very binding group of ideas
generally described as cconomic rational-
ism on our urban lives. He agrees that
policics and ideas originated in the '60s and
'70s probably now nceed reshaping, but asks
that we redefine notions of ‘efficiency’ in
delivery of government services to include
measures of what is delivered, as well as the
cost of delivering it.

Peel’s essay is characteristic of the best
of this book, where the language of urban
planning we have all come to understand at
a superficial level—the need for medium
density development, the need for better
access toservices, the problems of the motor
car—is re-examined and fresh categories
and ways of thinking suggested.

—Margaret Simons

’I‘lL\'L TWO BOOKS Dresent an intriguing
contrast in analytical style.

Martin Painter’s work is a detailed and
fruitful study of the practice of Australian
federalism from Hawke to Howard.
Immersing himsclf in the politics of inter-
governmental relations Painter not only
produces avaluablerecor Hfnew initiatives
in Commonwealth-State relations but also,
through carcful analysis of people and
policy,

succeeds in enlarging our









more often than not, is sillier than belicf
would credit. Gloucester and Edgar
trudge round a waiting room of purple
chairs while an actress faces the audience
yabbering from under the rictus of a grin
while music plays. The cffect is like a bad
imitation of Pina Bausch. Lear’s knights
arc cavorting young men in tracksuit
pants outside of which huge Alsatian-
style penises hang and are subsequently
jcrked with abandon. The business has
nothing to do with the play and scrves
simply as an emblem of the
dircctor’s conception.

DURIN(} THE FIRST HALF it seemed to

me possible that Kosky wanted to present
the action as if from inside Lear’s head,
though the execution still remained
unpersuasive.  After the interval,
however, the artificiality overtook the
stage whether Lear was on it or not, so
this way of looking at the action
collapsed anyway. None of which is to
deny that the level of directorial energy
is more ‘exciting’ at a minimum level
than in most stage productions, though
in this production it works at such a level
of coarseness and with such concomitant
verbal and dramatic ineptitude that it
insults the intelligence.

Pcter Corrigan’s sets and costumes
have a gleaming clasticity. The silly
heads in the Hovel scence have a Disney-
like charm which could have been turned
sombre: the stocks in which Lear and Co.
sit while they cnact the fantasy of
arraigning Goneril arc¢ a splendid idea as
far as they go but it’s hard to be fair to
the residual vividness of this lictle cartoon
opera amid all the mincing and prancing,

The last sequence of Kosky’s King
Lear represents the high watermark of his
attempt to piss it all against the wall. The
scene is like a quotation from the
more turbulent and darkly implicated
Caravaggio paintings—the ones where
torture and sex come together. Edmund
sits on the throne naked except for a pair
of white underpants which are soaked at
the crotch with blood. Blood drips from
his lips too and from the mouths of
Gomneril and Regan who attend,
competitively, upon him. Cordelia—
pregnant in this production—is brought
onto the stage and strangled excruciat-
ingly, with full sound effects from the
individual body mikes, by Goneril. Then
Regan too is dispatched to the same

accompaniment of squcals of terror and
pain. Goneril then stabs herself.

The figure who has knelt, bound, at
the front of the stage, dressed like an old
peasant woman with her head in a bag
turns out to be Lear. He does not carry in
the body of Cordelia which instead lics
dcad before him. Nor does he say {or
repeat) the word ‘Howl’ that traditionally
introduces the most extraordinary scene
in our drama. He sobs a bit and then
delivers the words while stroking
compulsively the protuberant belly of his
daughter. Curtain.

This is all perverse (some of it
defensible, some of it not), though it has
to be admitted that it is a coup de thédtre
and technically as good as anything in
this risible and awful production of King
Lear gets. The Kosky who effects it is at
least an imaginative sensationalist even
if it is a wonder that he fails to cotton on
to Shakespeare’s superior stagecraft.

The pity of all this is that John Bell
shows signs that he might have been a
good Lear had he got any help from his
director. He comes across as the only
human being on stage, as well as the only
person who can act. Bell alone has the
technigque which allows him to circum-
vent the body mike. He plays down with
his voice, which allows some access of
intimacy, whercas the rest of the cast,
with their wondering terminal climaxes
and general inability to hear even the
ghost of an 1ambic pentameter, milk the
language without naturalising it, which
gives an effect of bush bombast but not
poetry, still less drama.

No-one should be in any doubt about
the rcason for objecting to this produc-
tion. It is not any putative iconoclasm
exhibited. It does not matter that John
Bell runs about in a dress; nor are dildoces
or blood of great importance. This is not,
by and large, a ’90s version analogous to
Peter Brooks’ '60s production with its
loutish knights and Beckettian intentions.
No, this is King Lear in underwear by an
emperor without clothes. This is an act
of dereliction by an undcreducated
director of great talent. On the evidence
of this production, Kosky does not know
how to ‘do’ Shakespeare, he does not
know to ‘do’ verse drama, he does not
know how to ‘do’ men and women in a
state of heightened contlict.

Of course there are excitements, but
the real rabbit out of the box is Kosky
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making such a bunny of himself. King
Lear is, after all, one of the more adult
plays cver written. It is also a profoundly
heterosexual play; it presents the darkest
of all matters between men and women.
Without any hint of molestation, it
presents the commonplace of a father
with an excessive and blind love for his
daughter. It should be a source of gay
shame—it is certainly a reason to
wonder—that a director of Kosky's
talents should have no imaginative
understanding of this and that he should
take a play as savage as Lear, as full of
tears and rage and sex and cruclty, and
reduce it to such camp fluff and folderol.
His last scence is the exception that
proves the rule. Here, with an edge of
clectricity, with a painterly grandcur and
something like real shock and gravity, is
the director of The Flying Dutchman or
Nabucco [not the trifler of Tartuffe and
The Operated Jew), but his encergy is
working in order to outshine the starkest
and the most difficult scence in Western
drama. Lear without the Howl, with only
its mutation and muting, is Lear

I without balls or soul or heart.

T 1S ENOUGH TO MAKE you think that the
great opera director is just a Muppet man
in the end, a puppet-master who has had
the good fortune to have protessional
opera singers of the stature of Jonathan
Summers and Elizabeth Conncell who
were puppets who knew more about
human animation than he did.

Whatever high place we give to
Shakespeare, however much we acknowl-
¢dge Lear as a mountain, it’s worth
realising the parallels between Shake-
speare and opera. Both depend—the one
literally, the other with the most
powerful weight of metaphor—on having
to get the ‘music’ right if you're going to
get the drama.

Kosky needs actors with the experi-
ence and vocal skills, the professionalism
and the power of human impersonation
that the Opera Australia insists he gets
from his singers. Insists, that is, by
casting for him.

It’s the opposite of a pleasure to
say so, but Kosky’s blood-and-nappics
musical Lear is like a piano sonata played
with one hand on a honky tonk.

Peter Craven is currently cditing Best
Australian Essays, 1998.
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Ronnic {Otto). Whatever is killing the
animals is ncver identified. But it docs
become clear that this external threat brings
to light all sorts of traumas which weigh
down cach character, often for years. Both
the novel and the film arce interested in the
psychological implications of living under
threat. They invest their cnergies in
exploring fear and communication more
thanin sorting outloose ends in the manner
of a conventional thriller,

James Bogle has created a fine ensemble
from four quite distinct actors. The film
does change the ending of the novel quite
dramatically. 1t is more hopeful. But still
not easy.

—Michael McGirr s

Three sisters

Radiance, dir. Rachel Perkins. Radiance
was the popular favourite at the Mcelbourne
Film Festival. It’s not hard to see why. It has
patches of startlingly good performance plus
a beguiling far north Queensland location
and a can’t-lose plot {screenplay by Louis
Nowra, adapted from his stage play).

Three grown sisters, Cressy, Mac and
Nona, arc thrown together for the funeral of
their mother. Back home on the verandah
of the ramshackle coastal weatherboard-
on-stilts where their mother died, they are
alternately loving and vile to one another.
The cinematography, playing with the
slatted light of north Queensland domestic
architecture, parallels their shifts in mood:
dark, hight, bright, occluded.

The three women have different fathers,
and divergent memories of their venture-
some mother. Only slowly do the sisters
reveal what they remember, treasure or
resent. And under the house, in the discarded
tangle of their once-shared lives, are cowboy
hats andcreatures and the seerets that haunt
all of them.

Perkins clicits fine performances from
her three actors, {Rachacel Maza, Deborah
Mailman and Trisha Morton-Thomas).
Morton-Thomas, particularly convincing
as the lacerating, put-upon and damaged
middle sister, Mac, has one sequence that
will lift your scalp.

It’s a sombre and funny film: Euripides
meets Thelma and Louise. Sometimes the
mixworksandyou getaglimpse of complex
humanity; other times you feel only the
strain of incompatibility in a film trying to
do too much. But better ambition than
calculated cine-cynicism.

—Morag Fraser

1nary opposites

Les Miscrables, dir. Bille August. Here is a
film that looks beautiful, boasts wonderful
actors, and has love, action and war. Liam
Neeson has the lead role of Jean Valjean, the
erstwhile criminal who learns the value of
human kindness and goces on to become a
man, great and good. Geoffrey Rush plays
his nemesis, the rigid and emotionless
Tavert, who pursucs Valjean. Both actors do
the job. Then there are the sub-plots of
Fantine (Uma Thurman), the beautiful and
destitute sole parent and Cosette (Claire
Danes), her illegitimate daughter. And, of
course, somcething of asmall social upheaval
on the streets of Paris.

Istand by my first line: this is a beauti-
ful and well-acted film. But the concerns of
Victor Hugo’s book—kindness versus
corruption, humanity versus the law,
experience against ignorance—are presented
with such wide-eyed simplicity as to lose
any possible impact. Valjcan, made evil by
a corrupt system, is redeemed by a roguce
bishop and becomes goodness, kindness,
conscience personified. Javert, made evil
by the same system, becomes increasingly
cvil, emotionless and rigid until, in
something of a parody, he becomes the
character who appears and disappears in
dark doorways, his great hooked nosce thrust
forward, smelling out those he secks.

Les Misérables has much in common
with Hollywood blockbuster action flicks:
the flawed, but very good, outwitting the
clever, but very cvil. Of course, Les
Misérables is in period dress and the action
is not quite so spectacular. But I think the
other major difference hetween Hollywood
blockbusters and Les Misérables is that the
latter takes itself very, very seriously. This
is a Universal Tale. But presenting the
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opposing forces of good and cvil to a
contemporary audience without cven the
most gentle tilt at reflexivity is a touch
hard to take. Les Misérables needed to be
cither more sophisticated or to indicate
some sclf-awareness,

—Annelise Balsamo

The power of one

The Truman Show, dir. Peter Weir. This is
the perfeet paranoid’s movie: everyone is
plotting against Truman. His intimations
of reality come as the shaking of auniverse,
like a true nervous breakdown.

The nameisa fairly obvious irony in the
world of deliberate lies he inhabits, in a
socicty as enclosed as Kim I Sung’s. Every-
thing in the small town of Seahaven is a lic,
Even the sky is fake. The sca is fake, the
weather is fake and so are the people. The
wholc place is a Hollywood studio dome, so
bigthatitcanbescen, as can the Great Wall
of China, from space. And Truman Burbank
is the oblivious star of a 30-ycar long,
24-hour-a-day television show that has
followed his every movement fromhis birth,
with 5000 hidden cameras in a purposc-
built town where cveryone else is an actor.

Jim Carrey is an interesting choice for
thisfilm, because brilliant as heis, somehow
his style of acting distances one from his
character. The obvious comparison would
be Edward Scissorhands: the innocent
protagonist for whom c¢veryone has an
agenda. Johnny Depp, as Edward, had a
teenage idol appeal for which Carrey’s
fecatures arce too blunt, too mobile. Yet
Carrey, as he did in the severely underrated
Cable Guy, takes us deeper and into more
troublesome places in the zeitgeist than
any other film actor at the moment. Every
gesture of his is prismatic with reference—
the sense of distance becomes a vivid
exploration. When Carrey is not on the
screen the suspension of belief wavers, for
the plot’s probability is somctimes
precarious.

Weir’s film is a straight-out fable, sect
sometime in a futurc America where
presumably the law against depriving some-
one of his civil rights has been citherignored
or flouted. The deep personal betrayal by all
his {fake) family and friends is the main
focus: the film, although showing his
struggle to escape from his virtual
imprisonment and slavery, treads lightly
over the social and political implications.
But it’s worth a look.

—Juliette Hughes
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