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We wish our readers a HAPPY and HOLY CHRISTMAS
and a prosperous 1990
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THE PURPOSE OF CHRISTMAS

Australians still celebrate the birth of Christ by the
holiday and festivities; but the true meaning has been lost
to many. Most see the day as a time to renew family ties
or strengthen old friendships and this is good, but the
central purpose of the Christmas celebrations has been
lost.

At the beginning of the Christian era, the world was
confronted with two epiphanies, one in Bethlehem and one
in Rome. In the year 17 BC a strange star shone in the
heavens and Augustus Caesar believed that his ‘cosmic
hour’ had come. He saw himself as ‘the world’s saviour
who was to come’ and inaugurated a twelve-day Advent
celebration; plainly he was claiming divinity — the source
and centre of all power, authority and law.

As the Christian Church grew, Rome was quite willing
to recognize it and give it an approved status as a legiti-
mate religion provided that Christians recognised the
superior junisdiction of the state and the political order as
the true and primary manifestation of the divine. The
Christian’s refusal to do so was looked upon not as a
religious, but as a political offence.

The problem was, God or man, Christ or the state, who
is man’ saviour, and how is divinity incarnated?

The early Church fathers made it clear that the natural
does not ascend to the divine or the supernatural. The gulf
is bridged only by revelation and by the incarnation of
Jesus Christ.

Salvation is not of man, nor by means of man's polhitics,
or by any other effort of man; salvation is of Jesus Christ.
The state was reduced to a human order, under God, and
it was denied its age old claim to divinity.

The central message of Christmas was, and stifl is, that
Christ came to reconcile man back to God; to do this
Christ was and had to be truly God. As the Athanasian
Creed puts the matter, “It is necessary o everlasting salva-
tion that he also believe rightly the Incarnation of our
Lord Jesus Christ..”

The problem is still, who is man’s saviour? God or man,
Christ or the state, and how is divinity incarnated?

As Australians come around the Christmas table this
season may more and more join in with Christians around
the world and declare, as St. John Chrysostom and St.
Basil the Great did: “Adam is recalled, the curse is made
void, Eve is set free, death is slain, and we are made alive.
Wherefore in hymns we cry aloud: Blessed art thou, O

Christ our God.”

New Editor

After eight years as editor of
HERITAGE 1 am handing on my
position to Mrs Betty Luks of South
Australia. My thanks and best wishes
to all our readers, especially those who
have given generously with their time
and with articles, and the many who
have offered encouragement and sup-
port through their subscription.

Please note the new editorial address
below and 1 trust that you will all help
HERITAGE continue to grow.

Peter Nixon,
Retiring Editor.

THE AUSTRALIAN
HERITAGE SOCIETY

The Ausiralian Heritage Society was launched in
Melbourne on September 8th, 1971 at an Australian
League of Right’s Seminar. It was clear that Australia’s
heritage is under increasing attack from all sides; spirituat,
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was required (@ ensure that young Australians were not cut
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The Austrafian Heritage Society welcomes people of all
ages 10 join in its programme for the regeneration ol the
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the virtues of patriotism, of integrity and love of truth, the
pursuit of goodness and beauty, an unselfish concern for
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values.

Young Australians have a very real challenge before
them. The Ausiralian Heritage Society, with your supporlt
can give them the necessary fead in building a better
Australia.

“Our heritage today is the fragments gleaned
from past ages; the heritage of tomorrow —
good or bad — will be determined by our ac-
tions today.""
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A FORGOTTEN QUEENSLAND REBELLION

by John Clifford

mythologists would have them believe was responsible for the establishment of

Most Australians have heard of the Eureka, Ballarat rebellion, which the

political democracy in Australia. But unknown to all but a handful of living
Australians, was a rebellion by Australians who felt so desperate about their economic
plight, that they seized control of a State Government in a Parliament House in an
attempt to force the State Premier and Caucus to sit and listen to their complaints.

The rebellion took place fifty years ago,
on August 4, 1939. Perhaps such a
rebellion could only have taken place in
Queensland. It would have delighted
Steele Rudd of Dad and Dave fame. It
had many comic opera aspects which
became embellished with the passing of
time. Where else but in Queensland would
a group for a short period make a State
Premier and his colleagues their prisoners
and take along coils of barbed wire with
which they hoped to prevent their political
prisoners from escaping! One of the par-
ticipants in this incredible event, the late
Ray Rackerman, who died earlier this
year, would show with pride one of the
wooden batons, made in a Kingaroy furni-
ture factory. He would relate with relish
how he had used it to gently poke the late
Vincent Gair in the stomach, to make him
sit down when he sought to rise from his
chair in the Caucus room to protest
against the invasion.

Not a single shot was fired, no member
of the Queensland Labor Cabinet of
Forgan-Smith was physically assaulted.
The greatest injury was to the politicians’
pride, which suffered even further when all
those involved were found not guilty of
the charges made against him. All were
released on a good behaviour bond. Even
the police could hardly disguise their
sympathy while the jury took little time to
find their fellow Australians not guilty.
Queensland was still feeling the harsh
impact of the Great Economic Depression
and there was overwhelming public sym-
pathy for the political rebels, as witnessed
by the fact that while being remanded in
Boggo Road prison they were the recipi-
ents of lavish supplies of rich food.

Why has this piece of Australian his-
tory, with all the ingredients for the
making of a first class Australian film,
been forgotten? It took place at a time of
high tension in the nation’s history, on the
very eve of the Second World War, when
the deepening threat of war erupting was
dominating press and radio news stories.

A study of the press at the time shows
that while the capture of the Queensland
Government temporarily pushed the threat-
ened war news off the front pages of the
Queensland press, the story was not rated
the same importance by the rest of the
Australian media. And, as the storm of
war burst almost immediately afterwards,
the matter was soon forgotten and over
the years was almost completely buried
during one of the most turbulent periods
in the recorded history of man. Neverthe-
less, it is not without significance that such
a unique event in Australian political
history has been ignored by the historians,
particularly as the main instigator of the
raid on the Queensland Parliament, the
late George Gray subsequently became the
Labor Member for Capricornia in the
Federal Parliament.

PINEAPPLE REBELLION

A feature article, “Pineapple Rebellion”,
which appeared in The Sunday Mail,
Brisbane, on July 30, described the affair
in general terms, but did not mention
Gray by name, although correctly reported
Gray as having told Premier Forgan-
Smith, a Scot who had never lost his
strong Scottish accent, that he did not
mind being called a rebel, as the Scots
who had fought under the banner of
“Bonnie Prince Charles” at the battle of
Culloden, had also been described as
rebels.

As an Infantry Officer, Gray later dem-
onstrated his leadership qualities in
carppaigns against the Japanese. A strong
believer in freedom and individual rights,
Gray was one of the last representatives of
a different kind of Labor Party to the
present one. He was a supporter of the
Commonwealth Bank, originally created
by the Andrew Fisher Labor Government,
and sought to have it used to make credit
available to both Governments and the
people for longer periods at much lower
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interest rates. Gray was prominent in the
campaign against compulsory fluoridation
of public water supplies, and tried in vain
to have the Labor Party take an anti-
fluoridation stance.

The roots of the 1939 Queensland affair
were in the economic conditions created
by the Great Depression of the ‘thirties’.
Queensland rural communities were par-
ticularly hard hit. Most of the 38 involved
in the 1939 rebellion had been associated
with the Douglas Social Credit Movement,
which exercised considerable public influ-
ence throughout Queensland at the time.
The strong support for the movement in
Southern Queensland was dramatically
demonstrated during the 1937 Federal
Elections when Douglas Credit Candidate
Geoff Nicholls, appeared certain to win
the Wide Bay electorate from the Country
Party. But contrary to general expectations,
Nicholls was defeated by the allocation of
Labor preferences to the Country Party.
This generated enormous resentment
against the Labor Party and helped pave
the way for the 1939 raid on parliament.

LEAVE FOR SOCIAL JUSTICE

The 1939 rebellion was mobilised under
the banner of the League for Social
Justice. Although the overwhelming major-
ity of the 38 rebels were of farming
background, there were a few tradesmen
and Trade Unionists. A vital role had
been. assigned to one clergyman, an
Anglican, who did not take part in the
actual raid on Parliament House, but who
was to wait at a Brisbane office until his
companions rang to say, that they had
safely captured Parliament House and the
Labor Caucus. The Anglican priest was
then to ring the press, report what had
happened, and convey to them the
demands of the League for Social Justice.
Numbered among the demands were stabi-
lised primary production prices, reductions
in rates and road tolls, and the issue of
debt-free public finance.

These demands had been constantly
made to the Forgan-Smith Government
without any response. This eventually led
to Gray and his associates deciding upon
the action which they hoped would



dramatically publicise their demands.
They expected a captive Labor Caucus to
capitulate to their demands, a manifes-
tation of idealistic wishful thinking. The
planning of the campaign to take control
of Parliament House required that 38 men
from Southern Queensland be brought
together secretly in Brisbane, and together
with the coils of barbed wire, and armed
with wooden batons, then stage a
dramatic entry. Secrecy ensured that not
even wives or relatives knew of the
impending raid. There was the hilarious
story of the newly-married dairy farmer
who allegedly went off to play cricket, but
had not returned for milking, A rather
rebellious wife flatly refused to believe her
husband when later he said he was ringing
from Boggo Road jail!

One of Gray’s innovative tactics was to
have the 38 rebels all labelled with
numbers running into the hundreds. As

they moved through Parliament House,
this created the impression that a mass
invasion was underway. While the rebels
reached their objective, taking control of
the Caucus room, they overlooked the fact
that one member had managed to slip
away. He quickly alerted the police who
arrived to end the confrontation between
the rebels and Forgan-Smith’s Caucus.
The news of what had happened hit
Brisbane like a clap of thunder. Initially
there were wild rumours of some type of
an uprising.

The 38 were arrested and that evening
at a special nightcourt, were charged with

a number of crimes, including the causing
of fear among the King'’s subjects. They .

were imprisoned without bail over the
weekend, but as the news of what had
happened spread they became local
heroes. When brought before the court on
the Monday morning, the Anglican priest

was now among those charged. Six weeks
later, they were all arraigned before the
Supreme Court, the Crown Prosecutor,
J.A. Sheedy attempting to impress upon
the jury that what the accused did “was
the forerunner of sedition.” A jail sentence
was called for. The jury disagreed and
after eight days the 39 men were all freed
with considerable public acclamation.

An event which might well have trig-
gered off a popular grass roots movement
was almost immediately forgotten as the
world plunged into the Second World
War. The League of Social Justice was
never heard of again. But perhaps the
spirit which produced the Queensland
rebellion still lives on in the psyche of the
Australian people and may one day erupt
again in a different kind of political
rebellion.

H

Continued from page.5

of Independence say that all men are
created equal? What then can be wrong
with equality?

Much, if by that we mean “equality of
condition.” The Christian doctrine of
equality teaches that all human beings are
of equal worth in the sight of God: that
God is no respecter of rank and wealth;
God judges human beings impartially; all
are sinners in some degree. In my Father’s
house are many mansions; but it needs to
be remembered that they are not all on
the same floor, and that at the Last
Judgment the sheep will be separated
from the goats. Christ came to save
sinners, not to establish a worldly king-
dom; he did not advocate revolution, or
even preach against war or slavery; his
concern was souls. Christianity distinctly
does not teach that all human beings are
identical units; on the contrary, it teaches
that every soul is unique.

The principle of equality before the law
means simply that the law is no respecter
of persons: magistrates should deal out
impartial justice regardless of high birth or
low birth, possessions or lack of possess-
sions. English and American jurisprudence
never have been interpreted as decreeing
that all people should have the same
things.

As for the Declaration of Independence,
that somewhat cryptic phrase “all men are
created equal” clearly did not signify to
the signers of the Declaration that no
difference exists between one person and
another, or that community of property
was part of the natural law. To thqlr
minds, doubtless the phrase referred in
part to the Christian understanding of

equality in the sight of God, and to the
doctrine of equality before the law, long
part of the English constitution. Also
presumably it implied that the rights
enjoyed by Englishmen were shared by
Americans — the theme of American peti-
tions to the Crown down until the fatal
year of 1775. In the Declaration’s phrase
was an echo, too, of the Stoic doctrine of
moral equality in Roman times. Thomas
Jefferson and his distinguished colleagues
of the committee that drafted the Declara-
tion were not “common ordinary guys,”
and were well aware of their superior
talents: they were no premature Marxist
proletarians.

“It is for moral causes, and out of
religious faith, that men and women will
resist the Children of Darkness.”

One word can mean many things; so it
is with this magic word “equality.” To the
Marxist, the word means “pull down™
destroy all classes but the proletariat. Such
is Marxist moral dogma: establish justice
by destroying inequality. The dogma has
its charms for those who fancy that they,
or their class, or posterity, would be
happy among the ruins of the old order.
In practice, however, what comes to pass
is the revised dogma of Orwell’s Animal
Farm: “All animals are equal, but some
animals are more equal than others.”
Against this communist moral order, there
contends today a quite different moral
order that did not originate with either

democracy or capitalism.

Does “democratic capitalism”, as such,
have sufficient vitality to resist egalitarian
ideology supported by force of arms, by
what Burke called “an armed doctrine™? I
think not. There come to my mind the
sentences of T.S. Eliot, in The Idea of a
Christian Society, published on the eve of
the Second World War:

“The term ‘democracy’ . . . does not
contain enough positive content to stand
alone against the forces that you dislike —
it can easily be transformed by them. If
you will not have God (and He is a
jealous God) you should pay your respects
to Hitler or Stalin.”

The term “capitalism”™, similarly, does
not contain enough positive content to
withstand any strong evil domination.
Although some people have tried to make
a religion out of democracy, they have not
succeeded; and those few who have tried
to make a religion out of “democratic
capitalism” have failed ludicrously. .

It is for moral causes, and out of
religious faith, that men and women will
resist the Children of Darkness. Perhaps
such a renewal of religious belief will
occur before the end of this century; I can
imagine it. Perhaps a great many people
will come to perceive, with Solzhenitsyn,
that communism and other fanatic ideolo-
gies are the enemies of true moral order. If
they do not so perceive, quite possibly the
Republic may end with both a whimper
and a bang.

H]
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TWO HEADS MAY BE BETTER THAN ONE

by Randall J. Dicks J.D.

monarchies such as that headed by the Queen of Australia is that “the Queen

One of the criticisms, objections, or merely inane comments levelled at modern

merely reigns, she does not rule”. This makes as much (or as little) sense as
criticising suntight for being so quiet; the speaker misses the point of it all. In the modern
context, in the reality of monarchies of the space age, most monarchs do not actively rule
their kingdoms, and are no less worthy, worthwhile, or useful. Royal absolutism is not the
same as monarchy; if absolutism were monarchy. George Bush, Mikhail Gorbachev,
Manuel Noriega, and Saddam Hussein might be classified as “monarchs” more readily
than Elizabeth II, Baudouin I, or Taufa’ahau Tupou IV.

In most modern monarchies, the
monarch reigns, while the prime minister
and government (essentially, a committee
elected by the legislature) rule. The
monarch fills a symbolic, ceremonial role,
with limited and sometimes only formal
substantive powers, or perhaps none at all.
In countries such as the United States of
America, the President fills both roles,
head of state and head of government,
ceremonial and substantive, both hats at
once. Walter Bagehot described this aspect
of monarchy bluntly: “It acts as a disguise.
It enables our real rulers to change with-
out heedless people knowing it.™

What is the objection to a head of state
who “reigns but does not rule™ The case
was stated by Alexander Hamilton 200
years ago: “A feeble executive implies a
feeble execution of the government. A fee-
ble execution is but another phrase for a
bad execution: and a government ill-
executed, whatever it may be in theory,
must be in practice a bad government.™
Yet Hamilton was writing in favour of a
strong, single executive, in opposition to
the plural executive or executive committee
then advocated by some. This argument
does not apply to constitutional monarch-
ies, in which an iron-willed prime minister
can provide more than enough vigorous
executive rule, under the non-partisan,
stable umbrella of the reigning monarch.

Hamilton, a constitutional anglophile
who several months earlier had praised
the “excellence” of the British constitution
and opined that no good executive “could
be establish on republican principles.™
went on to say: “In England the king is a
perpetual magistrate; and it is a maxim
which has obtained for the sake of the
public peace, that he is unaccountable for
his administration, and his person sacred.
Nothing therefore can be wiser in that
kingdom than to annex to the king a con-

stitutional council, who may be responsible
to the nation for the advice they give.

Without this there would be no responsi-
bility whatever in the executive department;
an idea inadmissible in a free government.
But even there the king is not bound by
the resolutions of his council, though they
are answerable for the advice they give.
He is the absolute master of his own con-
duct, in the exercise of his office; and may
observe or disregard the counsel given to
him at his sole discretion.™ Hamilton
might have been reassured to know that
further restrictions were to grow up
around the monarch over the course of
two centuries, resulting in an executive of
dual strengths, a prime minister of great
potential political power, depending on his
or her personal abilities, and a monarch
who is constantly there, to be informed, to
warn, to advise, as Bagehot enumerates
the royal rights.

l

“The Australian system offers the
advantages of monarchy, with the safe-
guards and reassurances of divided
responsibilities and roles.”

fl

Some questions about the equivocal
merits of a head of state who both reigns
and rules might be raised in a presidentjal
republic. The job of being a modern presi-
dent, with its global stresses, decisions,
responsibilities, and workload, might be
too much for one person to accommodate.
President Woodrow Wilson, who was just
about done in by the burdens of his presi-
dency, said that “men of ordinary
physique and discretion cannot be President
and live, if the strain be not somehow
relieved. We shall be obliged always to be
picking our chief magistrate from among
wise and prudent athletes, — a small
class.™
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The job of the American presidency
(reigning plus ruling) and similar systems
is not just physically exhausting; it is also
psychologically dizzying, which gives rise
to the greater danger.6 Arrival at a dizzy-
ing height of prestige, when coupled with
a dazzling degree of actual power, can
result in personal, national, and inter-
national disaster. Such a development
must have been one of the fears of the
Founding Fathers, that the chief executive’s
role should become so personalized and
cer_ltralized as to be monarchic, in the
pejorative sense of the word. Monarchy
takes on those negative connotations
when it is found in places where it should
not be — as in a presidential admini-
stration, a republic.

There is another possibility, the bicep-
halous republic, in which a powerless
president serves as ceremonial head of
state (while a prime minister, a professional
politician, serves as head of government).
This toothless potentate can legitimately
be described by the term sometimes
applied condescendingly to modern mon-
archs, a “mere” figurehead, for this insipid
officeholder offers none of the benefits of
the genuine article. Typically a faithful
politico or academic who is being reward-
ed for a lifetime’s loyalty by promotion to
supreme figurehead, he signs where the
“rea:l rulers” indicate, attends funerals,
dedicates bridges, welcomes visiting dele-
gations, and is generally unknown abroad,
if not even at home. His symbolic value in
many cases is nil. The names of the con-
stitutional presidents of Eire, Zimbabwe,
Pon}lgal, Fiji, and India hardly spring
readily to mind. A figurehead president
offers none of the advantages of a con-
stitutional monarch, and is instead a
curious amalgam of this and that, with no
characters or stature of his own.
























ANTI-TREASON

by Greg Booth LL.M.

Treason doth never prosper: what's the reason?
For is it prosper, none dare call it treason.

Sir John Harington (1615)

one but the treacherous relish treason, but it may surprise you to learn that much
that is popularly regarded as treason, is perfectly lawful in terms of Australian

constitutional law.

Take, for example, the sell-out of Australia to overseas control. This happens in the
field of international investment. Increasingly, the control of our real estate, business and
natural resources is drifting out of Australian hands. But that is not all. Our legal system
itself is ever the subject of modification, not by Australian parliaments, but by process of
international treaty law in which, by and large, most of us have no say.

It is common in some circles to consider
that to be treason. Nevertheless, the
problem is not one of illegality as a lawyer
would understand it. The problem is one
of legitimacy, rather than legality.

Now, before you condemn me as some
kind of traitor, let me hasten to say that
concern is quite properly expressed at the
general trend towards non-Australian
control. It seems to me, however, that
much of the debate is uninformed. That is
particularly so when it comes to inter-
national law. We cannot begin to come to
grips with international law without some
idea of our Autralian constitutional law.

Therefore, let’s begin with the Constitu-
tion of the Commonwealth of Australia.
The Constitution was conferred upon us
by the British. It constituted a Schedule to
a British Act of Parliament. It has been
amended several times in accordance with
procedures it lays down for its own
alteration. It contains very little by way of
individual rights, being concerned, in the
main, with the balance of power between
the Commonwealth, which is the central
administration, and the six States.

Chapter III of the Constitution set up
the High Court of Australia. It did so in
such a way that the High Court could
become the final arbiter on constitutional
disputes and the unappealable interpreter
of the Constitution. That position now
obtains for all practical purposes.

In its early decisions, the High Court
inferred from the text of the Constitution
the principle that there were areas upon
which the Commonwealth, and particularly
the Parliament of the Commonwealth,
could not trespass. These were the areas
where the States were to be paramount
and they were not expressly identified for

the most part in the text of the Constitu-
tion. The reasoning went like this. Section
51 of the Constitution authorises the Par-

liament of the Commonwealth to make
laws for the peace, order and good govern-
ment of the Commonwealth with respect
to specific subjects. Whatever, said the
Court, was not there identified was
impliedly reserved to the States.

Then came 1920. In that year a land-
mark decision was handed down in what
has become known simply as The
Engineers Case.! The Court shifted
ground dramatically. Gone was the old
doctrine of States’ rights, the so-called
implied immunity theory. Each of the
subject matters upon which the Common-
wealth Parliament could legislate was to
be interpreted as fully and completely as
possible. So long as a law could be said to
be upon a subject authorised, it mattered
not that it encroached deeply into territory
traditionally dealt with by the States or,
for that matter, traditionally not dealt
with at all. i

One of the subjects upon which the Par-
liament of the Commonwealth has been
authorised to make laws is external
affairs, the 29th item in the catalogue
appearing in section 51 of the Constitution.

Successive decisions of the High Court,
culminating in the Franklin Dam Case,
have produced the result that the
Commonwealth may conclude a treaty or
international convention with just about
any nation, great or small, left or right,
rich or poor, on just about any subject
matter, with no reservations in respect of
States’ rights.

In order to understand the proposition
that the Commonwealth may enter into
treaty relations with just about any nation,
let’s refer to a statement published in the
Australian Foreign Affairs Record of
January 1, 1988. In that statement, Mr
Bill Hayden, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs, as he then was, indicated that
Australia was abandoning the practice of
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giving or withholding to or from overseas
governments formal recognition. That had
been a process dependent upon executive
action but it had been attended with a
great deal of political significance. We
were slow to recognize a new regime
coming to power by force, for example.
The new approach is best stated in Mr
Hayden’s words:
From now on, the Australian Govern-
ment will not extend formal recognition,
whether de facto or de jure, to new
governments taking power in other
countries. Instead, Australian authorities
will conduct relations with new regimes
10 the extent and in the manner which
may be required by the circumstances
of each case.
A little further on he says:
The adoption of the new procedure
will make it easier for the government
to indicate to a new regime to what
extent it is prepared to do business
with it. And to do so in a less dramatic
way than sometimes occurs under the
present practice.

The potential for augmentation of the
treaty-making power is obvious. Yet I
would be surprised if many readers had
heard of the change.

In simple terms, Australia will now be
able to conclude a treaty with any country
it wants to, no matter how unstable,
brutal, or transient may be the government
of their country. Worse, Australia can
conclude such a treaty on almost any
subject matter.

In order to understand the proposition
that a treaty may be concluded on almost
any subject matter with no reservation in
favour of States’ rights, let us look quickly
at some of the areas in which Australia
became involved in 1988. I am aware of
treaties or negotiations for treaties on
health services in Malta, tropical timber,
sugar, the border of the Solomon Islands,
nuclear safeguards, antarctic minerals,
trade and extradition.

Now, once a treaty has come into force
for Australia, the Commonwealth Par-
liament may pass a law to give effect to it.
As it does so, of course, it may enter new
fields, traditionally not covered by Aus-






false, for doing business or making
payment in deceit of our said lord the
king and his people; and if anyone kills
the chancellor or treasurer or the
Justice of our lord the king either of
one bench or the other, justice on eyre
or of assize, and all other justices
assigned to hear and determine, being
in their places in the performance of
their duties. And be it understood that
in the cases aforesaid what extends to
our lord the king and to his royal
majesty must be adjudged treason ...
And moreover there is another form of
treason, that is to say, when a servant
kills his master, or a wife her husband,
when a layman or religious kills his
superior to whom he owes faith and
obedience ... And since many other
cases of similar treason may arise in
time to come, which at present no one
can think of or declare, it is agreed that
if another case, supposed to be treason,
but which is not specified above, shall
come for the first time before any
Justices, the justice shall wait, without
giving judgement of treason, until the
case has been shown before our lord
the king in his parliament and declara-
tion made as to whether it ought 1o be
adjudged treason or another felony ...

This is instructive for several reasons.
Firstly, it illustrates the breadth of treason.
Secondly, it highlights the element of
breach of faith. Thirdly, it attempts to
grapple with the problem that the crime
was potentially very uncertain: it defined
treason and provided a mechanism for the
resolution of doubtful cases. It is interest-
ing to note that the width of the common
law continues to require legislative curtail-
ment. For example, the Crimes Act of
New South Wales, still preserves portions
of the kingly-oriented elements of treason,
originally received from Edward III's
statute.

Returning to the trial of King Charles,
it may be debated whether the judges were
correct in the next part of what we have
read from their sentence, for they said that
the king had breached his trust to his
superior, the kingdom. In the time of the
trial, the Court would adjourn, not to the
cry of God save the King, but God save
the Kingdom. Who was superior, the king
or the kingdom?

Treason in the Bible

It may interest you to know that both
sides claimed finally to be answerable to
God, the Supreme authority. Well, what
had God said on the subject. Interestingly,
the Bible uses the word “treason™ very
sparingly. The Hebrew word translated a
couple of times as “treason” — for
example when Queen Athaliah cries
“Treason! Treason!” at the time of the
coronation of her rival, the boy Joash in
Il Kings 11:124 — is also translated
“conspiracy” and “confederacy.” But the

Scriptures contain no particular offence of
betraying one’s State. Rather, they make it
a capital offence to betray one’s obligations
of faithfulness to Almighty God.

Since God is the true sovereign and
ruler, treason is ultimately a breach of
faith between God and man. There is no
reference to treason as an act against the
political State in the Bible precisely
because there may arise occasions, as have
occurred throughout history, when it is
necessary to break faith with the political
order in order to maintain faithfulness to
God.

What has happened, of course, is that
successive kings, republics and regimes
have all found it necessary to preserve
themselves. And they have found the
offence of treason to be a most useful
instrument to meet their ends.

Consequently we are moving into a
New World Order. Hear the words of
modern theologian, Professor Rushdoony,
in his second Institutes of Biblical Law:

After 1917 the world began to view

affairs from an internationalistic, rather

than a nationalistic, perspective, under
the influence of the Russian Revolution.
Earlier, humanism had racial and
nationalistic overtones; now, it had
become internationalistic and crime
was defined as against humanity ...

More and more, not merely treason,

but other crimes are being defined in

relation, not to the God of Scripture,
but humanity.3

The new treason, then, is to betray
humanity. Hence all the covenants on civil
and political rights, the declaration of
human rights, and so on. Hence also the
indignation reserved for those who hold in
contempt the United Nations and its
organs, the ILO, UNESCO, UNCITRAL,
etc. These promoters of the brotherhood
of man are seen as Messianic in their
nature. They will deliver us from misery
and usher in the Golden Age of peace on
earth, good will among men.

Well, now that we can see through the
philosophy, what should we do about it? I
would earnestly submit to you that we
must avoid the mistakes of our pre-
decessors. It is no good simply to
substitute our own ideas for those of our
present political masters. Otherwise, should
we gain the ascendancy, we impose a new
human tyranny. And we can expect our
successors to replace us with themselves
and their ideas, and to claim validity for
their actions with all the fervour that we

can muster in support of our own.

Rather, let us acknowledge that there is
a God in Heaven, who has spoken to us in
His Word, the Bible. That Word, and that
alone, must be our unwavering standard
in an age of relativism. Its study repays
the effort, for we find in it answers to the
problems of government, law, economics,
politics, and personal life.

But that is not all. The Bible says that it
is not the only way in which God has

spoken. It says that at sundry times and in
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divers manners God “spake in times past
unto the fathers by the prophets [but]
hath in these last days spoken unto us by
His son, whom He hath appointed heir of
all things, by whom also he made the
worlds, who being the brightness of His
glory and the express image of His person
and upholding all things by the word of
His power, when He had by Himself
purged our sins sat down on the right
hand of the majesty on high” (Heb. 1:1-3).

That passage is rich in its implications
to those who would oppose treason. It
presents the Almighty as the King, “the
majesty on high.” Kingship demands
allegiance. Failure by one who owes that
allegiance to voluntarily render it is
treason. The passage leaves no doubt as to
who owes this allegiance. It presents the
Son of God, the Lord Jesus Christ, as the
appointed heir of “all things.” The Crown
Rights of the heir are all-inclusive. And
they are inescapable, for these same “all
things” are upheld by the word of His
power. It is not as if we have an impotent
monarch in exile. Those owing Him
allegiance owe their very lives to him. Life
is a privilege. It demands allegiance. The
privilege can be forfeited at a moment’s
notice; it is held only at the discretion of
the Sovereign.

The passage also tells us that the
Almighty has spoken to us by His Son.
“Therefore,” as the writer to the Hebrews
puts it a little later (2:1), “we ought to pay
the more earnest heed to the things which
we have heard.” The Lord Jesus actually
told us what was the extent of the allegi-
ance demanded by the king: “Thou shalt
love the Lord thy God with all thy heart,
and with all thy soul, and with afl thy
mind.” Allegiance has to bé roral!
Anything less is treason. The penalty is
death.
anything less than total allegiance is a
traitor to God. As such, he is hardly in a
position to oppose treason. Well, not
unless he has a pardon from the King.
The passage we have set out also says that
Jesus Christ, the Son of God, personally
“purged our sins.” He paid the death
penalty for our treason.

Those who would be effective in their
opposition to treason have no standing in
the matter unless they truly accept the
pardon. That involves acknowledgment of
guilt and a grateful determination to
render future total allegiance to the
Pardoner.

Reprinted from “F.A.C.S. Report”, (September
1989), P.0. Box 241, Engadine, NSW 2233,

NOTES:

' 28 CLR 129.

2_ Usually called “Lushburg™ this imitation
silver penny, made of base metal, was so called
because it was imported from Luxemburg,

3 Law and Society (Vallacito, CA: Ross
House Books, 1982). Pp. 508-509.
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sages of liberalism. All in all, it horrifies
me. Well, at least I've got the correct
emotion. Now to apply it where instructed.

What wealth of ideas are we deprived
of by this narrowness? What progress is
forfeited, what destruction wrought by the
suffocation of self-righteousness? Will we
find out after a Big Quake, or will we
have enough minor tremors to release the
tension that’s building? The truly horrifying
aspect of a Quake will be the role of the
Jack Van Tongerans, capitalizing on the
power of reaction built up over too long a
period. Perhaps he’ll eventually be able to
implement his favoured policy of combat-
ing racial disharmony by promoting racial
disharmony. Charming.

So much for packaged ideas. The truth
is, such parcels usually tick. Walter
Murdoch wrote of “... the real duty of life,
which is to think for oneself and to act for
oneself, and not to be one of the lifeless
automata which make up the serried
ranks of respectability.” The world is not a
pie, and God is not mean, but ever-giving;
and the predictions of doom of the Paul
Ehrlich’s of the world have consistently
been proven wrong. The creativity of
creation will always defeat the self-
imposed limitations of some of the creat-
ed, or as Rock singer/songwriter Mark
Knopfler put it, Love over Gold.

Let us then sandwich this article with
G.K. Chesterton, who also wrote, in
gentle despair laced with hope;

“Meanwhile I sit amid droves of over-
driven clerks and underpaid workmen in a
tube or a tram; I read of the great con-
ception of Men Like Gods and I wonder
when men will be like men.”

H

Contributions

ARTICLES and other contri-
butions, together with sugges-
tions for suitable materials for
“Heritage”, will be welcomed by
the Editor. However, those
requiring unused material to be
returned, must enclose a stamped
and addressed envelope.
Address written contributions
to:

THE EDITOR,
“HERITAGE”
47 McHarg Road,
Happy Valley,
South Australia, 5159.

A ROOF OVER
THEIR HEADS
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The first situation, in the early 1920%,
had its beginnings in a ‘slightly heated’
argument between the foreman of the logg-
ing camp and the newly married, recently
arrived, young migrant.

The young Yorkshireman had brought
his bride out to the logging camp near
Geraldton, Western Australia. The reality
was not quite as they had been lead to
believe, and certainly a far cry from the
bride’s sheltered life in the city of London.

Be that as it may, due to this ‘slightly
heated’ argument the young migrant was
without a job and was preoccupied with
the problem of what to do about it.

“Look Jim”, said another young man
from the ‘old country’, “I know where
there is an empty house that seems to
have been abandoned and it is not far
from here. Also, the government is paying
good money for rabbit skins. I reckon, if
you are willing to work with me, we could
make a living out of trapping them. What
say you ask your wife if she’d be willing to
board me and we'll give it a go.”

And ‘give it a go’ they did, until the day
an older man, a stranger, knocked at the
front door and asked the wife for a room
for the night.

Whereupon the wife said no, she was
sorry, but there just wasnt any spare
room for him.

To which the man responded, “Look
lady, the house you are in is mine! |
usually stay here when I am down this
way!”
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But the stranger, aware of her embarrass-
ment, broke into the uneasy silence by
continuing the conversation, “I have been
looking around the place and can see you
are looking after it. You are welcome to
stay as long as you like — but I must
insist on a room for the night!”

* * %

The second situation was not all of their
own making. It was now the early 1930
the Great Depression was upon them.
Without work and behind in their rent,
the husband had gone into the country
where, he had heard, work with a house
was available.

Whilst the husband was away, the land-
lord evicted the wife and five children,
including a little one still at the breast.
What belongings they had, had been
dumped onto the front path, and there sat
the young woman and children as she
sought an answer to the awful predicament.

What was she to do? Having recently
moved to Victoria they had not had
chan_ce to make friends, they had no
relatives in Australia and she had no way
of contacting her husband.

After a while an elderly neighbour came
to her front gate and was appalled at the
scene that greeted her. Upon learning
what had happened she offered a room
for the night, “It's not much”, she



A Room for the Night.
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apologised, “it’s really just a store room,
but you are welcome to use it for the
night,”

The room was cluttered with dusty furn-
iture and the flickering flame of the
lighted candle caused the patterned
shadows of the cobwebs to move mena-
cingly above her head. The young mother
was torn between her fear of the dark and
the need to conserve the candle for light
should a child awake or the baby need
feeding.

She lay crying quietly lest her children
should hear her and become frightened
themselves, when, in a moment of time,
there appeared a strange blue-white light
which lit up the room. The startled young
mother closed her eyes, afraid to look,
when she reopened them the light had
gone. But she was filled with a deep peace
and a quiet assurance that all would be
well.

And so it was. The young husband
returned the next day and took his young
family to a house and job in the Victorian
countryside.

How do 1 know that these things
happened? Many a time our parents told
us of their adventures in their new home-
land, and, 1 was the babe-in-arms!

“Lady, the House you are in is Mine!”

=
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Bicentenary Issues
— the ideal gift

The four Bicentenary Issues of
HERITAGE have been very well received.
Each issue covers a different aspect of our
heritage —

Issue |: Australia’s Spiritual Heritage

Issue 2: Government and Law

Issue 3: Culture
Issue 4: The Pioneers and Builders

The four issues are still available as a
set, along with a folder to carry them.
Together they form an excellent momento
of our bicentenary year and are an ideal
gift for young and old alike. For the
student there is much valuable resource
material on aspects of our heritage so
often neglected.

Available from: Heritage Bookshop,
Box 7409, Cloisters Square, Perth 6000
for $15 posted.

New Editorial Address:

47 McHarg Road,
Happy Valley,
South Australia, 5159.
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LOTTO LUST

by Joseph R. McAuliffe
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How the mighty have fallen. Last fall

: 88253
my wife surprised me by telling me she ERS:
had bought two tickets to that weeks  Sweepstakes ¢ WINNING nune
record-breaking $55 million grand prize in Tickers SUPER pr\Z

the Florida lottery. Her words numbed
me. My wife Kay, the pillar of spiritual
propriety and economic conservatism, the
financial Scrooge who makes Jack Benny
look like a philanthropist ... and I thought
1 had completely figured her out after 16
years of marriage.

The ethical purist that 1 am, my first
response of course was “did anybody see
you?” She reassured me of the privacy of
the transaction, and I instructed her that
absolutely no one was to know what she
had done: “friends, family, church, neigh-
bors, children, talk radio — no one!™ She
showed me the two lottery slips which 1
thought I would hide in my Bible, but no,
that might be sacrilegious, so we hid them
in a can in the garage.

The next worry I expressed to Kay was
“what will people think if we win?”
Having lectured on all the evils of the
lottery — the exploitation of the poor, the
promoting of covetousness, indolence,
theft and corruption, and the immorality
of the state sanctioning gambling as a
regressive form of taxation — “people will
think I am a hypocrite.” When the lottery
went on the ballot for legalization in
Florida, I was one of the leading oppon-
ents of its passage. I had written articles
and letters in the papers and had conduct-
ed several television interviews.

She reiterated that no one saw her buy
the ticket, we could give it away if we
won, and we probably wouldnt win any-
way. “Heck, the odds are so bad that it’s
easier to pick out one word in a 12-foot-
high dictionary or be struck by lightning
25 times in the same year.” Semi-
convinced that we would lose, I still
nevertheless was smitten for the next three
days leading up to the Saturday night
drawing with a new disease that I call
‘lotto lust.” The symptoms of this dis-
order, which are precipitated by the
purchase of a lottery ticket, include
discontentment with your present financial
and vocational condition, compulsive
desires to escape all current responsibilities,
a fixation with King Solomon as the
model for normal Christian living, and
lastly, intermittent fantasies about how
you would spend the millions.

This initial bout with lotto lust was
quite jarring for me. It did bring back the
memories of a mindset from my childhood
which occurred whenever I would watch
the television show, “The Millionaire.” I
remember the unseen but heard, benign
old philanthropist commissioning Michael
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Anthony to bring a cheque for one million
dollars to some worthy, but unsuspecting
soul. Even at 10 years old, how I wished
that were me: knock, knock ... “Is this the
home of Joey McAuliffe? Joey, my name
is Michael Anthony and I have a cheque
here for you to sign for one million
dollars.”

Next, of course, to the blatant greed

and covetousness that permeates a lotto
lust patient is the incredible quantity of
time this affliction consumes. Kay and I
normally spend one night a week as a date
night where the two of us go out and talk
about everything going on in our lives —
the kids, church, friends, finances, meetings,
devotions, sports, politics, and our relat-
ionship. However, now that we had lotto
lust, all our conversation was absorbed
with what we would do with “the 55
million.” The hours passed by like
minutes, as we astonishingly pursued the
topic as though we really were going to
win.
The following day I concluded my
morning devotions praying “for God’s will
to be done” and for “wisdom™ if God
wanted us to win. I then went out for my
daily five-mile jog. Normally I use this
time to pray for our church, meditate on
Scripture, and think about upcoming ser-
mons and articles. But not this day — the
day before the drawing. Lotto lust had
provided me with a whole agenda for my
run. There were many details Kay and 1
had left out of our previous night’s
discussion. Who would receive our tithe?
Should we divide the tithe between several
ministries? What percent should go to
offerings? Should her parents receive more
or the same as mine? Should I quit my
pastorate or stay on in an official but
lesser role? Should we go back to school?
Where can we find tutors for the children?
Would the neighbors think we were up-
pity if we moved? Where would we move?
Would winning disqualify me from the
ministry? Should I buy a new car,
vacation home, airplane, electric golf cart,
etc., etc.?
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I finished my run and was more con-
fused than ever. I told myself that “this is
ridiculous, I must forget about all this
nonsense — I have to work today.” Lotto
lust was now causing me to feel guilty for
all the time I was wasting. Lotto lust was
affecting my work as well. My mind
began to wander adrift during my sermon
preparation for Sunday and my counselling
sessions. Fortunately, one of my counsellees
brought up the topic of the $55 million
jackpot, and because he had lotto lust too,
we had a great talk although we neglected
to discuss his marital problem.

Finally the day had come and 1 was
psyched. Naturally, we cancelled a pre-
viously arranged dinner with some couples
in the church so we could watch,the big
event on television. My next-door neigh-
bour, however, brought me some news
that impacted me measurably that after-
noon. He told me that the state does not
pay out the entire jackpot all at once but
over a period of 20 annual instalments,
“Still,” he said, “the winner will probably
make about 24 million a year.” Could we
live on that? I remembered a movie I had
seen on television that week where Burt
Reynolds said, “Well, you know, $30
million won't buy you what it used to.”
Nonetheless I figured we could get by.

Then I began to worry that maybe sev-
eral others would have the same numbers
as Kay and I and we would have to share
the jackpot. I hoped that there would be
no more than five others, that way Kay
and I would have at least a half million.
Nevertheless 1 prayed that God would
Intervene so that we would’nt have to
sl!are our money. I told God that other
winners might not use the money as right-
eously as we would. You know, keep the
money in the Kingdom.

Finally, 11.00 p.m. came and within a
matter of a few seconds the winning num-
bers were drawn. Between our two tickets,
only one of our numbers came up. We
had lost. “I told you we wouldnt win”
were Kay's consoling remarks. “Well, it's
probably just as well,” | mumbled, “now
at least nobody will think we're hypocrites.”
Not wanting to dwell too long on that
remark, 1 apologized to Kay and God for
my recent behaviour.

From: Chalcedon Report, P.0. Box 158
Vallecito, California 95251 US.A. ’
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BOOK REVIEW

by Dawn Thompson

THE LASS WHO RODE
THE ROVER
Collected and edited by Ron Edwards

First published in 1975, this 1936
expanded sccond edition of bush ballads
was collected originally {rom the “Bowyang
Column™ of the North Quecnsland “Regist-
er” of the 1930’%s.

It is thought to be a comprehensive
selection of the best recitations of the time,
and preserves a valuable treasury of lilting
tales of many facets of outback life.

Everyone loves a story, and in times
before video, T.V., movies or even radio
entertainment, one who could recite a tale
-- be it funny, sad, quirky or thoughtful

- with verve and skill was a great addi-
tion to any group. Many folk had a store
of quite long ballads committed to
memory,

The “Lass” of the title was a wilful
young horse lover who took a forbidden

ride to her death, and amongst the thirty
titles presented we have Eucalyptus Baob,
who had the universal remedy for all ill-
nesses, the ineptness of officialdom in the
Field of Wheogo; a bit of sport with The
Black Goanna, a possible miscarnage of
justice in The Kennetts, and a merry
glimpse of the Belles of Dandaloo.

A modest collection but’ rich and
varied, and authentic in the best tradition
of Adam Lindsay Gordon, Patterson and
Lawson. The printing and presentation
are a credit to the publisher, and the notes
and occasional footnotes enliven the
material, as do Ron Edward’s own pen
and ink illustrations, taken from his North
Queensland sketchbook.

A most worhwhile addition to the
bookshell, and one that deserves recogni-
tion as an honest little parl of our
heritage.

(Obtainable in paperback from Ram’s Skull
Press, Box 274 KURANDA Queensland, 4872.
Price $7 posted.)
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PIONEER WOMEN,
PIONEER LAND
+ YESTERDAY'S TALL
POPPIES

by Susanna de Vries Fvans

How did they cope, those first women
settlers to Australia, having left, probably
forever, their families, friends and familiar
surroundings for this utterly different and
often hostile land? Imagine their feelings
about the aborigines, convict uprisings,
food shortages, homesickness, illnesses,
childbirth and childrearing — all without
the accustomed support systems of
“home”. Susanna de Vries Evans has pre-
sented here the stories of twelve notable
early Australians, all women, and their
records make inspiring reading.

Some had humble — even convict —
beginnings, but all made their mark, some
in Government circles, some in farming,
some in botany and the recording of Aus-
tralian native flora. All of them won
through, making a home, supporting their
husbands, bearing and rearing often quite
large families, bringing civilization and
firmly planting Furopean culture in this
country, Not only did they succeed, but
they did so with zest and flair and grace,
many of them; gaining great fullilment
and happiness along the way, in spite of
times of great trial and grief.

As the author points out, these are the
“tall poppies™;, many other women of both
high and low degree contributed with just
as much courage and resourcefulness, but
few were literate enough, or 50 inclined. or
perhaps had the time or strength to keep
diaries from which their stories can be
gleaned.

I would have liked the author to have
quoted her sources more specifically, par-
ticularly with regard to the conditions of
the convicts. However, it is a beautiful
book of coffee-table size, well illustrated
and presented. and it contributes much to
our understanding and appreciation of
these fine women and their times.

(Published in 1987 by Angus and Robertson;
available on order from booksellers for $29.95,
postage around $4.)
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